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1.1 Background and aimCitizens’ support for welfare spending constitutes an important part of understanding the legitimacy of the welfare state (Arts & Gelissen, 2002; Svallfors, 2012). Especially since the Second World War’s aftermath, when economic progression went hand in hand with social reform (Taylor-Gooby, 2004), the public increasingly demanded that European states provide more welfare to their citizens. Nevertheless, this support for increased welfare spending, often induced by a growing demand for income redistribution, had its 
limits. Since the first oil crisis in the 1970s, the public’s support has decreased, owing to the costs associated with the welfare state and the corresponding tax burden on its citizens (Taylor-Gooby, 2004). From that period, the public’s demand for receiving welfare and their support for welfare spending have been 
fluctuating (Castles, Leibfried, Lewis, Obinger & Pierson, 2010). It became more evident that people supported public spending on welfare when it was in their own interest, often depending on their socioeconomic positions in the welfare 
state. In response to a stronger diversification of interests, policy makers were 
often forced to tailor the existing welfare programs to diversified demands, whilst tightening welfare policies’ budgets (Castles et al., 2010; Pierson, 1996; Taylor-Gooby, 2004). European welfare states have undergone another major change as well: increasing immigration rates have changed their societies’ demographic makeup (Castles, Miller & Ammendola, 2003; Pedersen, Pytlikova & Smith, 2004). These increasing immigration rates caused more pressure on the nation’s demand for 
welfare usage (e.g. through a rise in benefit take-up) (e.g. De Giorgo & Pellizzari, 2006; Pedersen et al., 2004). There is, however, also another side to this story, because increasing immigration rates do not only put pressure on the demand side of welfare usage, they also generate an expansion of contributions to the host countries’ welfare arrangements (e.g. through more income taxation) (Geddes, 2003). Nevertheless, currently one of the most dominant discussions in public opinion research is related to the perspective of the former and focuses 
on the influence of anti-immigration attitudes on the public’s general support for the welfare state (e.g. Burgoon, 2014; Mayda & Facchini, 2006; Van der Waal, 
De Koster & Van Oorschot, 2013). Little debate on or scholarly attention for welfare state support from the immigrant perspective exists. As a result, we do not know much about the extent to which immigrants prefer public spending on welfare in the receiving countries, and why. This dissertation focuses on this void in the literature and aims to gain a better understanding of immigrants’ support for welfare spending in the 
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receiving country, while homing in on the Dutch welfare state. Immigrants’ increasing share in the population is likely to affect the future direction of the welfare state’s development, and immigrants’ support for or rejection of welfare spending adds to its overall legitimization. Previous studies on support 
for the welfare state have only briefly touched upon the influence of a person’s 
immigrant status while examining majority populations (Blomberg, Kallio, 
Kangas, Kroll & Niemelä, 2012), which is a missed opportunity. Not only is the increasing quantity of immigrants entering European welfare systems and its effect on the ever-developing welfare state of interest, but an immigrants’ perspective also gives us the opportunity to gain a more thorough understanding of theoretical explanations of support for welfare spending. At the same time, since immigrants are likely to differ from the native population with regard to when they can access welfare after migration (Hooijer & Picot, 2015), scholars are offered the opportunity to introduce to the welfare spending preferences literature the question whether access to welfare is known among immigrants and whether this knowledge relates to immigrants’ welfare usage or their support for welfare spending. Previous studies that considered the immigrant status (whether respondents were immigrants or not) while examining majorities’ support for the welfare state often interpreted the immigrant status as an economic vulnerability or a potentially higher interest in welfare programs’ returns 
(Blomberg et al., 2012; Heath, Rothon, & Kilpi, 2008; Jæger, 2006; Svallfors, 2012). From this point of view, the immigrant status is often understood as a proxy for a relatively high risk of welfare usage, which would translate in the idea that there is greater support for welfare spending among immigrants than among natives. This is for example supported by Reeskens and Van Oorschot 
(2015), who specifically studied migrants’ attitudes toward the welfare state (by means of the European Social Survey data) and found that immigrants’ overall high support for the welfare state could for a large part be explained by their relatively worse-off socioeconomic status. In this study, I will build on this theoretical self-interest proposition. However, I also acknowledge that not all immigrants are necessarily more likely to be in a socioeconomically worse-off position or more prone to make use of the welfare state’s programs per se (Ooijevaar & Verkooijen, 2015). There is a large diversity in the extent to which immigrants rely on welfare (Eurostat, 2018; Hernanz, Malherbet & Pellizzari, 2004; Statistics Netherlands, 2016b) and this diversity among immigrants is often neglected. It remains to be seen to what extent immigrants (or immigrant groups) in a more advantaged socioeconomic position support welfare spending. 
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 This dissertation aims to gain a better insight into immigrants’ support 
for welfare spending by examining the significance of immigrants’ individual interests in welfare usage while accounting for the diversity in this usage. I will thereby add to the examination whether the interests of the group are relevant as well. Drawing on the body of literature on people’s political preferences, research has shown that not only individual interests, but also the interests of 
the group play a key role in people’s political attitudes (Klor & Shayo, 2010). Though research has paid little attention to the role of the group within the body of welfare state literature, studies on the American case have found support 
for group-interest approach’s significance (Luttmer, 2001; Luttmer & Singhal, 2011). By putting the relevance of the group’s interests in welfare to the test in the European context, this dissertation will contribute to resolving the question of how relevant the group’s welfare usage is to immigrants’ support for welfare spending. In order to do so, I purposively sample immigrants from highly diverse immigrant groups with respect to their and their group’s welfare usage. Up until now, attention mostly went to the largest groups or to those for whom integration 
processes are not unproblematic at the least ( Heath & Yu, 2005; Kanas, Chiswick, 
Van der Lippe & Van Tubergen, 2012; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). Though I do not wish to bypass these so-called vulnerable groups in my dissertation, 
immigrant flows have a dynamic character and contemporary Europe was acquainted with the arrival of immigrants who took highly diverse positions in their countries of destination (Eurostat, 2018; Ooijevaar & Verkooijen, 2015; Statistics Netherlands, 2016b). In this study, I look at immigrants from Western and non-Western countries from both within and outside the European Union (EU). These groups vary substantially regarding their overall welfare usage and 
their need for specific welfare programs (Statistics Netherlands, 2016a; Statistics Netherlands, 2016b), enabling a better comparison between immigrants and groups. In addition, I expand the understanding of support for welfare spending beyond the self- and group-interest approach. The literature has suggested that next to interests, knowledge (or obtaining information) about welfare programs is relevant for the explanation of welfare spending preferences (e.g. Petersen, Slothuus, Stubager & Togeby, 2010). Therefore I wish to add the role of welfare access perceptions to the literature on immigrants’ preferences for 
welfare spending, specifically since immigrants’ access to welfare programs is likely to be conditional upon arrival (Hooijer & Picot, 2015). I suggest that immigrants base their attitudes on when, after migration, they think they have access, instead of when they actually have access, because perceptions of reality 
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are likely to shape the reality in the beholders’ eyes (Merton, 1995; Thomas & Thomas, 1928). Immigrants’ perceptions about when they may access welfare 
after migration is likely to be of particular significance, since these perceptions determine whether immigrants think that certain welfare programs are inaccessible to them on the basis of being an immigrant. To better understand what roles welfare usage and welfare access perceptions play in immigrants’ support for welfare spending, I start this dissertation with an investigation of how welfare usage and knowledge about welfare access are distributed and explained among immigrants. With regard to immigrants’ welfare usage in relation to their support for welfare spending, 
current benefit recipients form a group with a high interest in extended welfare 
expenditures, since this group already benefits from the state’s welfare programs (e.g. Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2002b; Jӕger, 2006; Svallfors, 2004). To better examine who is more likely to have an interest in the state’s welfare 
programs, I draw on previous studies on unemployment benefit dependency 
and immigrants’ unemployment trends. These studies stress the significance of differences in skills and social connections that are appreciated in the host 
country (host-country specific capital). Research has shown that immigrants with these skills are more likely to obtain successful economic outcomes, such as better job perspectives or a lower risk of unemployment, than immigrants 
who lack these resources (e.g. Chiswick, 1979; Heath & Yu, 2005; Kanas et al., 
2012; Lancee, 2012; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). I will study to what extent these explanations are relevant for understanding reliance on a diverse set of 
benefits.
 With regard to immigrants’ welfare access perceptions, the first important question is whether immigrants know when they can access welfare and whether these perceptions align with the factual situation. Immigrants’ need for welfare (for example, due to job loss) is only one aspect of actual welfare usage; knowing about welfare eligibility requirements or having the 
knowledge to find a way through the welfare program’s bureaucratic procedures is another important aspect (e.g. Currie, 2004). By examining immigrants’ knowledgeability about welfare access, I seek to examine whether they are accurately informed about their host country’s welfare system.  Testing whether immigrants know about their access to the host country’s welfare system constitutes an important contribution to the literature on the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’. The ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ assumes that deliberate migration choices are made based on how generous welfare states are (Borjas, 1999). Nevertheless, whether immigrants actually know about if or when they can access different kinds of social welfare programs 
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is a question that deserves scholarly attention. One of the first questions that need to be tackled is whether they know at which moment after arrival they can institutionally access welfare. Answers to this question are likely to be diverse, since immigrants are often confronted with conditional access (Hooijer & Picot, 2015). To enable a distinction between immigrants’ levels of knowledge about their welfare access, I derive hypotheses from the capital theory and examine to what extent this theory can identify those who are better informed and those who are lesser informed in terms of welfare accessibility. In sum, in this dissertation, I further explore existing explanations of immigrants’ support for welfare spending while introducing new ones. I will 
examine the significance of self-interest for immigrants’ support for welfare spending among highly diverse immigrants in terms of their welfare usage. As a result, I go beyond the examination of immigrants as one uniform group with a relatively high use of the state’s welfare programs. I additionally gauge how much the in-group’s welfare usage matters for immigrants’ support for welfare spending, adding to the understanding of the role of group-interest in attitudes on welfare spending. I will also introduce and outline the explanation of welfare 
knowledgeability and test the significance of immigrants’ welfare access 
perceptions for their support for welfare spending. Lastly, this dissertation’s 
findings will add to our understanding of how immigrants’ welfare usage and knowledgeability about welfare access are distributed and explained. In doing 
so, I will build on previous work examining the role of (host-country specific) social and human capital in immigrants’ welfare usage and knowledge about welfare access.
1.2 Context description
1.2.1 IntroductionBefore turning to the theoretical embedding of this dissertation, I will provide the study’s context by giving a brief overview of the Dutch welfare state, its relevant welfare programs, and immigrants’ access to these. Thereafter, I 
will briefly touch upon the overarching immigration dynamics within the Netherlands and shortly introduce this study’s relevant immigrant groups and their welfare positions (by their relative welfare usage) in the Netherlands.
1.2.2 Dutch welfare system
In the first empirical part of this dissertation, a better understanding of immigrants’ welfare usage and their knowledgeability about access to these 
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programs will be examined. To this end, I will examine immigrants’ position 
in relation to the following welfare programs: unemployment benefits, 
occupational disabilities benefits, social assistance, public healthcare, and state pension. These programs are diverse in welfare eligibility requirements, and by homing in on this set of programs, I uncover a more general understanding of immigrants’ welfare positions. For the second empirical part of this dissertation, the socioeconomic positions of immigrants and the extent to which they rely on 
benefits programs will be related to their support for welfare spending. I will 
focus on two welfare programs in specific: unemployment benefits and social assistance. These two programs are of particular interest, since both programs intend to provide a certain monthly income to its recipients, while at the same time eligibility requirements are very diverse (Van Oorschot & Schell, 1989). In the literature, the Dutch welfare state is commonly described as a hybrid of the Continental European welfare model and its Nordic counterpart (Arts & Gelissen, 2002b; Van Oorschot, 2006b). The welfare state’s institutional structure of social policies can roughly be categorized into three pillars: contribution-based welfare programs, universal welfare programs, and 
means-tested welfare programs (Laenen, 2018). With regard to immigrants’ accessibility to Dutch welfare programs, the Coupling Act (koppelingsbeginsel) in principle enables all immigrants to acquire the same social services as the native Dutch population (although there are some small exceptions, which I will highlight when discussing immigrants’ access to social assistance). This means that the same rules and requirements apply for both immigrant and native Dutch residents. Even though immigrants’ factual institutional access to welfare may not differ strongly from the native population’s, as seen in some other countries (Hooijer & Picot, 2015); immigrants’ perceptions of the conditionality of welfare access can still differ to a great extent, depending on how well informed immigrants are about their access. First, I highlight and outline welfare programs with a contribution-based character (employee social insurances). Examples of such programs are 
unemployment benefits (Werkloosheidswet, WW) and occupational disabilities 
benefits (e.g. Wet Werk en Inkomen naar Arbeidsvermogen, WIA, or Ziektewet, 
ZW). These employee social insurances (werknemersverzekeringen) have a labor-related insurance system and the programs’ eligibility requirements are linked to individual employment history (i.e., the income(s) of other household members are not taken into consideration when the individual is tested for 
eligibility) (Laenen, 2018; Van Oorschot, 2006b). The performed labor activity before recipiency determines the amount of the monthly allowance and the length of the period that the monthly allowance will be paid out. Take-up 
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possibilities of contribution-based programs are restricted to residents. This holds for Dutch natives as well as immigrants.1 All the requirements taken 
together show that immigrants are not eligible for contribution-based benefits 
upon arrival, but only after labor performance and after having fulfilled the corresponding taxation requirements. Second, the Dutch welfare state also features several universal social 
security coverage elements. A first example is the public healthcare system. Despite the fact that parts of the healthcare system are privatized (such as dental care), up until today, healthcare in the Netherlands is still government-steered 
(Kroneman, Boerma, Van den Berg, Groenewegen, De Jong & Van Ginneken, 2016). Primary curative care (inter alia, visits to the general practitioner) is accessible to all residents in the Netherlands, independent of whether residents 
have an immigrant status or not (Kroneman et al., 2016). A second important welfare program with a universal character is the National Old Age Pensions Act 
(Algemene Ouderdomswet, AOW). Once residents reach the official retirement age, they are entitled to the AOW’s allowance. The height of this allowance depends, however, on the amount of habitual residence years in the Dutch state. Though the law dictates that every eligible resident gets at least a minimum amount of state pension income (depending on their household composition and ranging between 50% or 70% of the set minimum income), this can be a setback for immigrants who recently migrated to the Netherlands.2 That being said, all residents have access to universal programs upon arrival, which means that immigrants also have immediate access once they register their habitual residency in the Netherlands. Third, some Dutch welfare programs have a means-tested character. The social assistance program (Bijstand) is such a program. The Bijstand falls under the Participation Act (Participatiewet), and since 2004, municipalities are mandated with the task of executing the program’s regulations. In order to be eligible, residents should have an income below a certain threshold (regardless of whether this is through paychecks or capital). The program’s allowance depends on the total amount of adults in the household and the person who wishes to apply for social assistance (as their main means of income) should not 
be entitled to other benefits that ensure the main mean of income.3 Applying for social assistance with a temporary residence status (before having resided in 
the Netherlands for five full years) may cause a cancellation of the prolonging of the temporary residence permit (Vreemdelingenwet 2000, 2017), but this non-extension of the temporary residence permit is not necessarily implemented in all cases, and factors such as previously performed labor activity could change 
the decision (Zorlu, 2011).4 Taking all factors together, immigrants are not 
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eligible for social assistance upon arrival, but after five years of residency they can take up social assistance without consequences for their further stay in the Netherlands (and no performed labor is required).
1.2.3 A variety of immigrant groupsAlmost 13% of the total population in the Netherlands was born in another country (Statistics Netherlands, 2016a). Of those foreign born, at least 40% was born in a Western country (Europe, North America, Oceania, Indonesia, and Japan) and almost 60% was born in a so-called non-Western country (in 
Africa, Latin-America, Asia [aside from Indonesia and Japan], and Turkey) (Statistics Netherlands, 2018a). In the Netherlands, the four largest (and most visible) groups from non-Western countries are people who were born in Turkey, Morocco, Suriname, and the Dutch Antilles (Statistics Netherlands, 2016a). These groups belong to the so-called traditional immigrant groups and are often scrutinized in the integration literature (Statistics Netherlands, 2014; Vrooman, Gijsberts & Boelhouwer, 2014; Wittebrood & Andriessen, 2014). Among these four groups, there is a relatively high risk of welfare usage. This 
can for a large part be explained by the first generation’s usage. In 2015, almost 20% of the immigrants who were born in a non-Western country had to rely on a social assistance–based income. Contrary to their relatively high usage of the support provided by the social assistance program, their risk of relying on a contribution-based welfare program is lower (as illustrated in Figure 1.1). This partly has to do with their lesser chances in the Dutch labor market (Statistics Netherlands, 2016a), which cause a limited build-up of employment history. 
Consequently, non-Western immigrants’ contribution-based benefit incomes will follow a trajectory toward a social assistance–based income relatively early (Statistics Netherlands, 2016a).
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Figure 1.1: 
Registration data, benefit participation rates among citizens between the ages of 15 and 65 per country of origin in 2015 (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b).
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In this dissertation, I will first study the welfare usage of the four largest non-Western countries: Morocco, Turkey, Suriname, and the Dutch Antilles. Thereafter, I will home in on immigrant groups that highly differ from each other in the extent to which they rely on welfare and in terms of their countries 
of origin (see Table 1.1 for the population figures by country of origin). I will examine smaller and larger immigrant groups from countries inside and outside the EU (with the shares of the total immigrant population in percentages 
between brackets): China (2.47% [excluding Hong Kong and Macau]), Great Britain (2.44%), Japan (0.30%), Philippines (0.65%), Poland (5.80%), Romania 
(0.87%), Russia (0.33% [or from the former Soviet Union located in the current 
Russian Federation Territories]), Spain (1.28%), Turkey (10.33%), and the United States (1.21%) (Statistics Netherlands, 2018b).
Table 1.1: 18–75-year-olds in Dutch population on 1-1-2015, by country of origin
China 42,891
Japan 4,711
Philippines  11,026
Poland 96,380
Romania 15,046
Russia1 56,438
Spain 19,780
Turkey 183,915
United Kingdom 39,808
United States 18,804
Note: 1 MIFARE’s sample of Russian immigrants was drawn from the population with Russian origins, including 
immigrants who were born on the current Russian Federation territories when it was still recognized as the Soviet Union 
(Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard, 2018).
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Figure 1.2: 
Unemployment benefit, occupational disabilities benefit, and social assistance participation rates of benefit take-up that have occurred somewhere in 2015, by country of origin (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b).
 
??
??
??
??
??
???
???
???
???
???
???
???
??? ??? ??? ??? ??? ??? ??? ??? ??? ???
???????????????????? ???????????????????? ?????????????????
These groups differ in terms of their socioeconomic status and the degree to 
which they rely on benefit programs, as illustrated in Figure 1.2, where the 
national shares of benefit recipients within each group in 2015 are shown. This 
figure shows that for example American, Japanese, and Russian immigrants 
had relatively low benefit participation rates, whereas Turkish and Polish 
immigrants had relatively high rates. The benefit reliance of Polish immigrants 
leans heavily on unemployment benefits, whilst the take-up of occupational 
disabilities benefits or social assistance is not much different than the benefit take-up by other groups. Another aspect stands out, namely the relatively high rates with regard to all welfare programs by Turkish immigrants. What can 
be learned from this figure is that immigrants’ interests in benefit programs differ per group, but that within the group the need for a certain kind of welfare support also differs to a large extent.
1.3 Theoretical approaches
1.3.1 IntroductionFirst, this dissertation draws on the human and social capital theory to understand who is more likely to make use of the welfare state’s programs. Alongside this, I will examine whether human and social capital also provide relevant explanations for the assessment of immigrants’ knowledge about their group’s access to welfare. Second, drawing on theories from the welfare 
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state  attitudes  and  immigrants’  economic  integration  literature,  I  outline  and examine  several  explanations  of  immigrants’  support  for  welfare  spending.  I consider immigrants’ interests in welfare and the perceptions of welfare access to be key thereby.
1.3.2 Human capital and social capital and immigrants’ welfare usage and
welfare knowledgeability
The  capital  theory  originates  in  the  field  of  economics  and  is  based  on  the assumption  that  capital  (such  as  skills,  abilities,  or  social  contacts)  forms  a crucial  aspect  in  the  examination  of  people’s  chances  in  the  labor  market.  In the migrant integration literature, most research has argued for the advantage 
that immigrants with host-country specific capital (such as speaking the main language  spoken  or  having  friends  who  were  born  in  the  host  country)  have when they are searching for jobs, in comparison to immigrants who have lesser or  none  of  these  resources  (Chiswick  &  Miller,  2002;  Duleep  &  Regets,  1999;
Lancee, 2012; Li, 2001; Nannestad, Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008; Van Tubergen 
& Van de Werfhost, 2007). Previous work has found that immigrants who lack 
host-country specific capital have a higher likelihood of being unemployed than 
immigrants  with  host-country  specific  capital  (e.g.  Becker  &  Chiswick,  1966;Chiswick,  1979;  Coleman,  1990;  Espenshade  &  Fu,  1997;  Heath  &  Yu,  2005;
Lancee, 2012; Nannestad, Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008; Seibel & Van Tubergen, 
2013; Van Tubergen, 2006; Zeng & Xie, 2004).
  In this large body of research, host-country specific capital is commonly 
broken  down  into  the  following  two  aspects:  host-country  specific  human 
capital and host-country specific social capital (e.g. Lancee, 2012). Host-country 
specific   human   capital   refers   to   skills   or   abilities   that   are  
acquired   in   the  country  of  destination  (such  as  comprehending  the  host  country’s main spokenlanguage). In previous work, differences in aspects   such as  where  immigrants  have  obtained  their  education  or  their  Dutch  language comprehension are  often key  explanations   (e.g.  Vrooman,  Gijsberts  &  Boelhouwer,  2014).  As  such,  the theory assumes that immigrants are aware of  the  impact  of  human  capital  and  that  when  they  wish  to  increase  their  chances  in  the  labor  market, they  would  invest   in   obtaining   these   skills   in  
order  to  reap  the  economic  benefits  (e.g.obtaining a job).
  Host-country  specific  social  capital  refers  to  social  contacts  that  are related to or embedded in the networks of the country of destination (Friedberg, 
2000; Lancee, 2012; Seibel & Van Tubergen, 2013). These personal networks may refer to different kinds of relationships, and studies often consider close ties such as family members or close friends (Putnam, 1993). On the other hand,
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social networks may also refer to members of sport clubs, societal organizations, 
or people from church or the mosque (e.g. Lancee, 2012). By using these various kinds  of  personal  social  networks, immigrants  can  complement  their  formal jobsearch. As a result, these networks are likely to increase   immigrants’ chances  of   finding   a   suitable   work   place   (e.g.  Seibel   &  Van  
Tubergen,  2013).  As  such, immigrants with host-country specific social capital 
are less likely to rely on a welfare-based income.
  In this dissertation, I will build on this theoretical tradition by anticipating 
that host-country specific human and social capital are also informative when outlining a wider understanding of immigrants’ welfare usage instead of focusing on  one  single  outcome  (such  as  the  likelihood  of  being  unemployed).  Apart from a few qualitative studies (e.g. Wittebrood & Andriessen, 2014) and studies about  the  extent  to  which  minorities  rely  on  welfare  programs  in  migration countries such as Canada or the United States (Borjas, 1999; Guild, Carrera & Eisele, 2013), less scholarly attention has been paid to social assistance–based 
and occupational disabilities benefit–based incomes among immigrants.
  Contrary to unemployment benefit take-up, social assistance take-up is not bound by a maximum time span of recipiency in the Netherlands. And as mentioned  in  the  context  description,  the  Dutch  social  assistance  program  is often people’s last resort for receiving support from the state. Taking these two aspects together, users of the social assistance programs are usually in a more 
vulnerable socioeconomic position than unemployment benefit recipients (Van Oorschot, 2006b). Hence, I contribute to the literature by shedding light on a more thorough understanding of immigrants’ welfare usage. I will test whether 
different  kinds  of  host-country  specific  capital  determinants  have  different effects on various welfare-based incomes.
  Additionally,  I  raise  questions  about  the  capital  theory’s  underlying 
assumption. The theory states that – by leading to better qualifications or more social connections – more capital leads to better economic chances (e.g. Becker & Chiswick; Coleman, 1990). The underlying assumption is that immigrants with 
host-country  specific  capital  are  obtaining  skills  that  may  help  them  become more ‘valuable’ to future employers. By suggesting that these skills and contacts will not only prevent immigrants from being unemployed, but that, in the case of no income, these skills and contacts can also be used when immigrants are in 
need of welfare, this study homes in on an important proposition in the benefit 
entitlement  literature.  This  proposition  entails  that  immigrants’  benefit  take- up behavior not only depends on whether immigrants are in need of welfare, but also on whether they know that they can access welfare (e.g. Currie, 2004;Hernanz, Malherbet & Pellizzari, 2004). If immigrants with more host-country 
specific human and social capital are better equipped to find their way in the
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labor market, I suggest that they are also better equipped to obtain correct information about the welfare programs’ bureaucratic procedures and their immigrant group’s eligibility when in need of welfare. By putting this assumption to the test, I add to the current migrant integration literature.
1.3.3 Self-interest and group-interest in relation to immigrants’ support for 
 welfare spendingWithin the welfare state attitude literature, individual support for welfare spending (among the majority population) is most commonly explained by means of the preferences of the rational homo economicus. In doing so, people are understood to be rational individuals who preferably wish to see more public spending on welfare when it is in their own economic interest (Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Chung & Meuleman, 2017; Gelissen, 2002b; Jӕger, 2006; Svallfors, 2004; Svallfors, 2012). Within this line of reasoning, scholars found that people 
who already benefit from existing welfare programs are more prone to prefer higher spending on these programs, since they are a current target group of the provided welfare support (Pierson, 1996). This is also known as a current 
need for welfare. A second important factor is the expectation that people with a lower socioeconomic status are also more likely to prefer higher expenses on welfare, since higher expenses may be in their own interest in the (near) future (e.g. Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2002b; Svallfors, 2012). The latter can be described as a future risk for welfare. This (economic) self-interest approach is frequently used in theory 
formation, and when studies briefly touch upon the effect of an immigrant status while discussing the majority’s support for the welfare state, evidence generally shows a high support for public spending on welfare among immigrants (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012). In these studies, the immigrant status is used as a proxy for a relatively high need for welfare (Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2015). Nevertheless, previous studies that considered immigrant status were based on datasets that are representative of the general population and due to the limitation of groups being represented in the dataset, studies often had to compromise on distinguishing various groups. In this dissertation, I wish to account for the diversity that exists within the immigrant population (Ooijevaar & Verkooijen, 2015) and go beyond the assumption of immigrants being worse off with regard to their need for welfare returns. By doing so, I improve the testing of the self-interest explanation among immigrants who are diverse in welfare usage. Although self-interest is accounted for as a strong predictor, the literature on migrant integration has shown that not only individual interests determine how immigrants shape their societal preferences, but that interests of the group 
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may also define a large part (Alesina, Baqir & Easterly, 1999; Breznau & Eger, 
2016; Klor & Shayo, 2010; Luttmer & Singhal, 2014). The assumption here is that immigrants do not necessarily follow their own economic interests, but may also feel part of their immigrant group and therefore feel committed to the societal interests of the group, despite their individual position in the host society (Alesina, Baqir & Easterly, 1999). This explanation did not get much scholarly attention in the welfare state attitude literature. Yet, I wish to highlight one important study that has empirically tested whether there is a relation between the in-group’s interest in welfare and individual support for welfare 
spending. Luttmer’s (2001) study on the American case found a substantial association between the relatively higher shares of the (racial) in-group’s 
benefit recipiency and people’s willingness to support a higher spending on 
welfare when it would benefit their own group. This higher support for more spending did not necessarily follow the individual’s position of being worse off 
with regard to their own need for welfare. Hence, Luttmer (2001) suggested that there might be a certain kind of altruism driving members of the in-group when it comes to being supportive toward the group’s welfare usage (Bobo & 
Kluegel, 1993). However, no attention has been given to whether the group’s interests in welfare usage are of relevance among immigrants within European welfare 
states. Although minority groups in America are differently defined than 
immigrant groups in Europe (where they are defined by origin country) and the (social) mobilization of minority groups in America is more profoundly 
organized in comparison to immigrants in Western European states (Kymlicka, 1999), this does not mean that immigrants do not feel a certain kind of loyalty 
to or compassion with their in-group (e.g. Sears & Funk, 1990; Staerklé, Likki & Scheidegger, 2012). Hence, an important contribution of this dissertation lies in its focus on both explanations of interest: self- and group-interest.
1.3.4 Welfare access perceptions and preferencesA fundamental concept of sociology, the Thomas theorem, underlines that 
people’s interpretation of a situation influences their behavior. As such, perceptions are real in the eye of the beholder and are likely to drive people’s understanding of their surroundings (Merton, 1995; Thomas & Thomas, 1928). In the large body of literature on welfare state attitudes, it is highlighted that for people to support a welfare program it is important to know whether they see themselves as a (potential) target group of the program (Pierson, 1996). This dissertation claims that future work should account for immigrants’ access to the host country’s welfare programs. Despite the large body of studies that home in on the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ and that argue for the attraction that 
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generous welfare states have on immigrants who are searching for a country to migrate to (e.g. Borjas, 1999; Römer, 2017), little is known about how immigrants 
perceive their access to welfare programs and how this influences their support for welfare spending. Do immigrants perceive themselves as a group that can access welfare when in need or do they think that their access is being denied since they have an immigrant status? I suggest that immigrants’ perceptions of the institutional access to welfare are of importance to immigrants’ support for welfare spending, just as the self- and group-interest explanations are, and I coin this the perceived welfare access explanation. In addition, I suggest that the role of perceived welfare access should be related to immigrants’ preferred welfare access. Whilst welfare access 
perceptions reflect when immigrants think that their group can access the host 
country’s welfare programs, welfare access preferences reflect what kind of access immigrants prefer to see instead. Support for welfare spending partly 
depends on whether people believe that current programs are sufficient in reaching the welfare states’ goals (e.g. Fleischaker, 2004; Pierson, 1996; Roemer, 1996). Generally, this shows that when the (perceived) situation does not align with what people prefer to see, less support for welfare spending is to be expected. I wish to put that proposition to the test by examining both perceived and preferred welfare access situations among immigrants.
1.4 Research questions
1.4.1 The research questions of the dissertation
This dissertation first homes in on the question of what determines immigrants’ welfare usage. In examining this, I will build on previous studies that highlighted 
the role of host-country specific human and social capital (Becker & Chiswick, 1966; Chiswick, 1979; Coleman, 1990; Espenshade & Fu, 1997; Heath & Yu, 
2005; Lancee, 2012; Nannestad, Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008; Seibel & Van 
Tubergen, 2013; Van Tubergen, 2006; Zeng & Xie, 2004). Specifically, I will assess immigrants’ probabilities of welfare usage. In the capital theory, people are regarded as rational actors who invest in their labor skills or social contacts so that they can market themselves better (Becker & Chiswick, 1966). In the process, they gain resources such as skills, assets, or friendships, which can be deployed in other situations. Therefore, I will not only examine immigrants’ welfare usage, but also explore whether host-country human and social capital can explain who is better able to acquire welfare in the case of having no income. This dissertation also sets out to examine whether immigrants have knowledge about when their immigrant group can institutionally access their 
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host country’s welfare program, which is a crucial element in acquiring welfare when in need. Since research has shown that immigrants may (expect to) have more hurdles when accessing welfare than natives, because of their immigrant status, it is likely that immigrants in the Netherlands may anticipate these hurdles and expect a more conditional access to welfare in comparison to the native population than actually is the case. On the other hand, according to the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’, it is to be expected that immigrants are informed about their rights and duties in potential host countries, since they would make their migration decisions based on this information (Borjas, 1999). By looking at immigrants’ knowledge about welfare access after migration I will generate a fresh insight in this debate. To understand who is better or less informed about their welfare access, I assess whether immigrants with more host-country 
specific capital also have higher chances to be more knowledgeable about their 
welfare access. Henceforth, my first research question is:
1. To what extent can (host-country) human and social capital explain 
immigrants’ welfare usage and immigrants’ knowledgeability about their 
group’s access to  welfare?Next to the examination of immigrants’ welfare usage and their knowledgeability about their group’s access to welfare, a second contribution of this dissertation is a better understanding of how the self-interest (including welfare usage) and group’s interest in welfare spending affect immigrants’ support for welfare spending. I set out to examine these two ‘sources’ of interest and wish to explore whether the group’s interest adds to the individual need for welfare in terms of supporting extended public spending on welfare. Thus, the second research question is the following:
2. To what extent do immigrants’ self-interest and group-interest affect 
  immigrants’ support for welfare spending?Another contribution is the extension of the theoretical framework on immigrants’ support for welfare spending through the addition of the explanations of perceived and preferred welfare access, related to the role of knowledge about welfare eligibility. Immigrants’ perceptions about when they think that their immigrant group can access welfare after migration is coined here as a crucial factor that needs to be researched. Perceptions of welfare access can vary between perceptions of no access (on the account of being an immigrant) and perceptions of immediate and unconditional access (despite being an immigrant). Since these perceptions give immigrants the impression 
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of some kind of group or individual accessibility possibilities, they are likely to drive their support for welfare spending. I wish to assess these welfare access perceptions in relation to welfare access preferences, since the latter will show what kind of welfare access immigrants prefer to see whilst revealing whether these preferences are likely to affect immigrants’ support for welfare spending. Hence, the third research question is as follows:
3. What are immigrants’ perceptions of and preferences for their group’s  
 welfare access and how do these relate to immigrants’ support for welfare  
 spending?
1.4.2  Conceptual modelThis dissertation comprises four empirical chapters to answer this dissertation’s 
main research questions. The four chapters combined configure the overall conceptual framework, a visualization of which is given in Figure 1.3. In this 
figure, the research questions are translated into the overarching relationships of this thesis’s empirical chapters.
Figure 1.3: The dissertation’s conceptual framework.
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In Chapter 2, I assess what the likelihood is for immigrants to rely on a welfare-based income in comparison to earning a salary income. I draw on the human and social capital theory to hypothesize immigrants’ chances. I alternatively 
argue that if more capital is equal to more beneficial skills, abilities, or social connections, immigrants with more capital are also better capable of successfully acquiring welfare in the case of having no income. In Chapter 3, I 
examine whether host-country specific human and social capital are also good explanations when assessing who is more knowledgeable about their group’s access to welfare. I additionally look at whether immigrants’ self- or group-
interests in welfare are also significant explanations in determining who is more or less knowledgeable. From Chapter 4 onwards, I shift one step to the right in the conceptual framework and home in on the question of whether immigrants’ self-interest 
and group-interest influence immigrants’ support for welfare spending. In this empirical chapter, I examine the effects of immigrants’ individual (i.e., their personal welfare usage and socioeconomic status) and group interest in 
welfare (based on the in-group’s benefit participation rates) in relation to their support for welfare spending. In Chapter 5, I add the explanation of perceived 
and preferred welfare access to the model and look specifically at how the perceptions of and preferences for immigrants’ welfare access contribute to 
resolving the question of how significant the individual and group’s welfare usage is for immigrants’ welfare support. Since the empirical chapters are written for publication in international peer-reviewed journals, Chapters 2 to 5 could be read as stand-alone articles as well. As a result, there is some overlap between the chapters, whilst some differences in terminology are unavoidable in order to comply with the journals audiences‘ style.
1.5 Data Sources
1.5.1 SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, and SIM-2011For Chapter 2, I focus on the four largest (and visible) non-Western immigrant groups in the Netherlands and pool three Dutch migrant survey datasets to 
obtain a sufficient number of respondents (first-generation migrants) who 
depend on various benefits: Social Position and Use of Welfare Facilities by 
Immigrants wave 2002 (SPVA-2001), Netherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse 
Study wave 2010 (NELLS-2010), and Survey on the Integration of Minorities 
wave 2011 (SIM-2011) (De Graaf, Kalmijn, Kraaykamp & Monden, 2010; De 
Koning & Gijsberts, 2002; Statistics Netherlands, 2011). SPVA-2002 and SIM-
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2011 sampled among all four groups, whereas the NELLS-2010 survey sampled solely among Turkish and Moroccan immigrants between the ages 15 and 45.5 To reduce possible non-response, the questionnaires were conducted face-to-face in either Dutch or the mother tongue of relevance. The net response 
rates among first-generation immigrants varied between 43% for Surinamese 
immigrants (SIM-2011) and 56% for Turkish immigrants (NELLS-2010). The response rates were generally higher among Turkish immigrants. More detailed 
information about sampling procedures, response rates, and the final merged dataset can be found in Chapter 2 or the targeted codebooks (De Graaf et al., 
2010; Groeneveld & Weijers-Martens, 2003; Korte & Dagevos, 2015).
1.5.2 MIFAREFor Chapters 3 to 5, I employed the ‘Migrants’ Welfare State Attitudes’ survey (MIFARE), which was conducted in 2015 in collaboration with other members of the MIFARE research team in Denmark, the Netherlands, and Germany (Bekhuis, Fage Hedegaard, Seibel, Degen & Renema, 2018). For this dissertation, 
I specifically home in on the Dutch sample set and sampled among first-
generation migrants from ten origin countries: China (excluding Hong Kong and Macao), Great Britain, Japan, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Russia, Spain, Turkey, and the United States. For the sampling procedure, net samples between 900 and 1,100 immigrants were drawn from the Dutch population register within each of the groups. Sampling was limited to immigrants who were at least 18 years old or no older than 75. At the same time, they had to be at least 16 years upon migrating from the country of origin (Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard, 2018). Previous research has shown that immigrants are a hard group to reach 
(Breidahl & Larsen, 2016). To overcome potential high non-response rates or a misunderstanding of the survey items, the respondents could choose between 
(1) returning a hard copy or filling out the survey online and (2) whether to fill out the survey in Dutch or in the main language spoken in the country of origin. The response rate was the highest among Russian immigrants (47%) and there was a relatively low response rate among Turkish immigrants (22%). The other immigrant groups had response rates between 30% and 42%. A total sample size of 3,245 was reached. For this study, I enrich the data with the 
benefit participation rates of each immigrant group in 2015. The unemployment 
benefit, occupational disabilities benefits, and social assistance participation rates were calculated using the Dutch Statistics’ registration data commissioned for the MIFARE project (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b). The state pension participation rates were calculated by means of the registration data that are available online, provided by Statistics Netherlands through Statline (Statistics Netherlands, 2017).
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 With regard to the representativeness of the MIFARE data, women turned out to be overrepresented, as compared to the net samples, among Chinese, Japanese, and Polish immigrants. The respondents from Great Britain, the United States, and Japan are somewhat older than in the net samples, whereas the Chinese are somewhat younger (see Table 1.2 for further information on the groups’ response rates by gender and age). Compared to the unemployment 
benefit usage and social assistance usage in the immigrant group populations, the MIFARE data are fairly representative. Nevertheless, the MIFARE data feature a small overrepresentation of Turkish and Russian unemployment 
benefit recipients and a small underrepresentation of Turkish and Chinese social assistance recipients (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b).
Table 1.2: Comparison between sample and response by gender and age.
Sample Response
Male : female 
ratio Mean age
Male : female 
ratio1 Mean age1China 0,77 34,10 0,46 33,25Japan 0,73 38,97 0,40 39,93Philippines 0,18 38,69 0,14 39,09Poland 0,84 35,12 0,57 35,82Romania 0,65 33,99 0,47 34,73Russia 0,34 38,89 0,28 38,79Spain 0,79 33,38 0,71 33,51Turkey 0,88 38,88 0,77 39,51
UK 1,62 40,77 1,20 43,47US 0,83 37,37 0,78 39,93
Note: 1 figure in bold is significant difference between sample and data p < 0.05.Source: Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard (2018)The Turkish immigrant group turns out to have the lowest socioeconomic 
status, both in terms of income, benefit allowance, and educational level, following the expectations in place when the study was designed. Since the actual socioeconomic distributions of most of our sampled immigrant groups are not known, I am not able to discuss the representativeness of all the groups’ net samples with respect to, e.g., level of education. Yet, by making a comparison between Turkish immigrants in the MIFARE data and other data such as the 
SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, and SIM-2011 (face-to-face surveys), I can discuss the differences in distributions. In the MIFARE Turkish net sample, there is a 
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smaller representation of lower-educated and a larger representation of higher-educated (such as applied sciences) Turkish respondents, which is likely to be a 
mode effect (Krysan, Schuman, Scott & Beatty, 1994). Still, the lowest educated are represented among the Turkish MIFARE respondents, and make up 30% of Turkish respondents (contrasting with around 40% in the other studies). More generally, within each of the groups all the strata are present (see Appendix A, Table A.4). Therefore, I argue that the data form a relevant source for testing my hypotheses. Nevertheless, a careful interpretation of the descriptive data is in place. To provide better insight into the featured groups in the sample, Table 1.3 shows the mean values (by country of origin) of the respondents’ household composition (having a partner in the household) and their demographics 
(personal benefit receipt, educational level, and monthly net household income). Further information about sampling procedures or response rates can be found in Chapters 3 to 5, and MIFARE’s methodological report (Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard, 2018).
Table 1.3: Mean values of respondents’ household composition and demographics per country of 
origin.
Migrants 
from: China Japan Phil. Poland Romania Russia Spain Turkey UK USPartner in household (No/Yes) 0.50 0.76 0.63 0.67 0.58 0.70 0.56 0.58 0.67 0.72
Overall  personal  
benefit receipt1(No/Yes) 0.35 0.17 0.37 0.54 0.39 0.36 0.34 0.47 0.32 0.30
Obtained education ISCED-972 4.60 4.49 4.68 3.38 4.40 4.67 4.54 2.93 4.18 4.73
Net monthly household  income3 6.31 8.00 6.65 5.58 6.95 7.11 7.75 5.35 7.86 8.52
Notes: 1 This category features personal recipiency of one of the following welfare programs: state pension, 
occupational disabilities benefits, unemployment benefits, child care, social assistance, rental support, or healthcare support. 2 0=no formal education; 1=primary education; 2=lower secondary education; 3=upper secondary education; 4=post-secondary non-tertiary education; 5=lower level tertiary education; 6=upper level tertiary. 3 1 = >€600; 2=€600–€799; 3=€800–€999; 4=€1000–€1349; 5=€1350–€1649; 6=€1650–
€1999; 7=€2000–€2499; 8=€2500–€2999; 9=€3000–€3999; 10=€4000–€4999; 11=< €5000.Source: MIFARE 2018 
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Notes
1. Through the enforcement of EU law, there are some possibilities for 
contribution-based benefit take-up when residing in other EU-countries. Nevertheless, the 
Dutch state has restricted this to a maximum of three months and due to several bilateral 
treaties with individual countries, the procedures of benefit take-up outside the Netherlands 
have gotten increasingly complicated over time (Wet Beperking Export Uitkeringen 2000, 
2018).
2. For more information, see: www.svb.nl/int/en/aow/.
3. Although it is possible that a percentage of the social assistance’s total allowance is used to 
supplement another welfare program when its monthly allowance does not reach the required 
minimum amount of income that everybody in the Netherlands is entitled to.
4. Also, Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights restricts a further going eligibility 
of the jurisdiction (Zorlu, 2011).
5. Both NELLS-2010 and SIM-2011 sampled among native Dutch as well. Yet, the merged dataset is 
limited to first-generation immigrants from Morocco, Turkey, Suriname, and the Dutch Antilles.
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Differences in welfare 
usage and knowledgeability 
about welfare access: 
The role of human 
and social capital

Chapter 2
Welfare-based incomes among immigrants in the 
Netherlands*
* A slightly different version of this chapter has been published in Journal of 
Immigrant & Refugee Studies (Renema & Lubbers, 2018a). The authors jointly 
developed the idea and design for this study. Renema wrote the main part of the 
manuscript and conducted the analyses. Lubbers substantially contributed to the 
manuscript. The study on which this chapter is based is presented at MIDA Closing 
Conference in Copenhagen, Denmark, 2016, May 18-20.
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2.1  IntroductionThe literature on immigrants’ structural integration in European nation-states often concerns immigrants’ unemployment trends and immigrants’ 
unemployment benefit recipiency (e.g., Gowricharn, 2002; Seibel & Van Tubergen, 2013). We, however, propose that to gain a better understanding of 
immigrants’ structural economic position, a wider concept of benefit recipiency should be examined, because being unemployed cannot be equated to receiving welfare. Until now, the unemployment literature has often sought explanations 
in human- and social-capital theory (e.g. Zorlu, 2013). Whereas human-capital theorists argue that immigrants have a disadvantageous position in the labor market due to, for example, educational discrepancies between immigrants and the native population (Chiswick, 1979; Van Tubergen, 2006), social-capital theorists emphasize immigrants’ hampered access to constructive native networks within the receiving country (e.g., Seibel & Van Tubergen, 2013). 
Especially, host-country-specific capital (skills and contacts acquired in the 
host country) is key in defining immigrants’ positive economic outcomes (e.g. 
Lancee, 2012). Both capital theories root in the assumption that immigrants with more capital are more successful in the host country’s labor market because they have the skills or the contacts that contribute effectively to job search (Van Tubergen, 2006). The theory, thus, implicitly presumes that more capital results in more knowledge that is employable. We wish to put the capital theory’s assumption to the test by alternatively formulating that if this assumption adds 
up, immigrants with host-country-specific capital are not only more successful in the labor market but, in the case of having no income, are also more likely 
to successfully apply for welfare support. One of the major obstacles of finding the way to welfare support is acquiring information about welfare eligibility and the required bureaucratic procedures (Currie, 2004; Hernanz, Malherbet, 
& Pellizzari, 2004). Hence, host-country-specific skills or contacts can usefully attribute to being successful in the labor market and to the search for information 
about benefit programs’ application procedures.
 We will use the definition of welfare-based income to refer to immigrants’ 
reliance on one of the three following benefit programs in the Netherlands: 
unemployment benefit, occupational disabilities benefits, and social assistance. Social assistance is a means-tested scheme that does not depend on previous performed labor and may have an unlimited timespan; whereas unemployment 
benefits and occupational disabilities benefits depend on previously performed labor (contribution-based) and are short-term schemes. Therefore, 
contribution-based benefit receipt is likely to reflect a temporary deprived 
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economic position, when in fact reliance on social assistance may demonstrate structural distance from the labor market. Henceforth, we innovate the research by comparing explanations for these different forms of welfare-based incomes. 
 In this contribution, the term immigrant will solely refer to first-generation migrant. Register data from the Netherlands consistently report that immigrants are at risk of falling under the social minimum (De Graaf-
Zijl et al., 2015). In particular, immigrants from non–European Union (EU) 
countries are found to have a great entitlement risk (Zorlu, 2011). We will home in on Dutch Antillean, Moroccan, Turkish, and Surinamese immigrants, the largest non-EU immigrant groups in the Netherlands (Statistics Netherlands, 2014). Their relatively economically worse-off position cannot be explained through institutional welfare access differences, since the Coupling Act 
(koppelingsbeginsel) enables all immigrants to request the same welfare 
services and, with small exceptions only in the first few years, benefits. In short, we claim that we should gain a better understanding of 
immigrants’ broader understanding of benefit recipiency and what the role of human and social capital therein is. We propose that immigrants with more capital are not only more likely to receive income by means of employment instead of a welfare-based income but also, in the case of lacking an income through employment, more likely to acquire welfare support as compared to immigrants who lack this capital. By testing these novel expectations from human- and social-capital theory, we aim to answer the research question: To 
what extent can immigrants’ welfare-based income be explained through host-
country-specific human- and social-capital determinants?
2.2  The Dutch context
2.2.1  Immigrant groupsDuring the post-war reconstruction of Europe in the 1960s, a large-scale international recruitment of Moroccan and Turkish laborers has been initiated in the Netherlands. The migration of these guest-workers consisted mostly of unskilled laborers who were later followed by people from Suriname during the 1970s and who left the colony before it became independent from the Netherlands. Mainly since the 1990s, people from the Dutch Antilles arrived, often unskilled laborers. Surinamese and Dutch Antillean immigrants share a colonial past with the Netherlands and are more acquainted with the Dutch language and customs than Turkish and Moroccan immigrants. Nevertheless, 
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despite that the Dutch Antillean islands are still a part of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands, there are significant differences between the Dutch Antilles and the Netherlands. For example, the main language carried throughout the 
educational curricula in the Leeward Antilles is foremostly the Creole language Papiamentu rather than Dutch (Dijkhoff & Pereira, 2010). To conclude, the 
four immigrant groups rely relatively more on benefits than the Dutch native population, as shown in Figure B.2 in Appendix B.1
 
2.2.2 Contribution-based benefits
By Dutch law, both the unemployment benefits and occupational disabilities 
benefits are linked with previously performed labor. Therefore, they are 
contribution-based benefits. An employee who works for a Dutch employer is insured for (1) unemployment through the Act of Unemployment (Wet 
Werkloosheid, WW) and (2) illness due to occupational reasons through the act 
for Work and Income According to Labour Capacity (formally known as Law for Occupational Disabilities).2 Self-employed laborers also have the possibility to issue insurance. Immigrants have the same rights as native Dutch, but these entitlements are coupled with previous performed paid labor and, thus, it is 
not possible to receive these benefits upon arrival. To be eligible for WW a few important conditions should be met including that the employee should have worked at least 26 weeks within the last 36 weeks. WW’s monthly allowance is based on the individual years of labor service and has a timespan of 3–38 months.  When an employee falls ill due to occupational reasons, the employer stays primarily responsible for the sick employee for at least 2 years. When the employee does not recover before the labor contract expires, the employee falls under the jurisdiction of the Sickness Insurance (Ziektewet). The payment of this allowance (Ziekengeld) has a maximum of 24 months. When the employee is paid by means of sick pay for longer than 2 years the employee 
has the opportunity to apply for Work and Income According to Labor Capacity 
(WIA), which was until 2005 known as the Law for Occupational Disabilities 
(WAO) (Employee Insurance Agency, 2016). The application procedure for an 
occupational disabilities benefit is complicated, because of the examination procedure concerning the employee’s labor capacity and the various tracks within the program after the examination’s outcome.
2.2.3  Means-tested benefitThe social-assistance program (Bijstand) provides a basic income for people 
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who cannot sustain themselves independently or through another social security program. Bijstand is a means-tested program, owing to the fact that it is the last resort of the Dutch social security system. To be eligible a person should be at least 21 years old (before 2004, 18 years). Since 2004, municipalities have been mandated with the task of deciding the monthly allowance, which partly depends on the number of people living in the household (known as kostendelersnorm).3 Claiming social assistance in the Netherlands requires legal residence. And although every immigrant has the right to apply for social assistance, immigrants who have not obtained the required permanent residence permit could experience a withdrawal of their temporary residence 
permit (Linkage Act). The latter, however, rarely occurs, as Article 8 of the 
European Convention on Human Rights restricts the legibility of the Linkage 
Act’s jurisdiction (Zorlu, 2011).
2.3  Theory and hypotheses
2.3.1  Human capital
Human capital literature originates in the field of economics (Becker & Chiswick, 1966), wherein the effect of individual skills implicating individual social outcomes (such as being hired for a job) is highlighted (Nahapiet, 2011). The theory roots in the assumption that human capital (such as obtained education) determines the individual’s chances in the labor market. Henceforth, it is presumed that people are rational actors who carefully invest in their 
labor market skills to reap the benefits they will receive later in time (Becker & Chiswick, 1966). To test whether this is a valid assumption, we deduce and examine the following two general theoretical propositions.
 The first is that if more human capital increases immigrants’ chances of being employed (e.g. Heath & Yu, 2005) the likelihood of receiving a welfare-based income should decrease. The assumption here is that people who have 
better qualifications and more knowledge applicable to the labor market in which they operate have better chances in the labor market (Bourdieu, 1986). Second, departing from the same assumption, we can hypothesize that under the 
condition of lacking a paid job, human capital also increases knowledge about 
the procedures of how to apply for a benefit and how to successfully obtain one.
2.3.1.1  Human capital and lower risk of welfare-based incomesThe human capital theory has established that education, obtained labor 
experience, and language proficiency are key in defining who is successful in the 
labor market and who is not (e.g. Heath & Yu, 2005; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 
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2005; Zorlu, 2013). We expect that these factors will be helpful in avoiding a welfare-based income as well. We, however, anticipate that the extent of the attributional character of these factors differs for the various forms of welfare-based incomes. 
 First, special interest is paid to the possible misfit of education obtained in the country of origin and the receiving country’s labor market. Especially when it concerns structured labor markets, wherein people’s occupational chances depend on the host country’s educational institutions and neatly designed job applications. Consequently, educational credentials from other educational systems than that of the host country are less understandable for 
employers, resulting in hampered access to the labor market (Zorlu, 2013). We expect that this will particularly affect immigrants’ chances of receiving social 
assistance, because benefits that are contribution-based presume previous performed labor in the Netherlands and, thus, access to the labor market. We 
formulate our first hypothesis: Immigrants who have not been enrolled in a Dutch 
educational program are more likely to receive a social-assistance-based income 
than immigrants who have been enrolled in a Dutch educational program (H1) 
and the difference is less for contribution-based benefit-based incomes (H1a). Second, studies also show that, despite possible higher credentials, immigrants often accept unskilled jobs with lower earnings (e.g. Heath & Yu, 2005). Unskilled labor requires physical strength (such as carrying heavy materials) and handling risky materials (such as cleaning detergents), which in turn increases the risk of occupational disability. The effect of previous performed labor is anticipated to act with a time lag and expected to be key 
regarding occupational-disabilities-benefit recipiency. Thus, our second hypothesis states: Immigrants who perform or have performed physically 
demanding labor are more likely to receive an occupational-disabilities-benefit-
based income than immigrants who have not performed physically demanding 
labor (H2) and the difference is less so for unemployment-benefit-based incomes 
and social assistance-based incomes (H2a).
 Third, the most often discussed host-country-specific human capital is language acquisition of immigrants in the country of destination (e.g. Van 
Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). Contemporary modern Western labor markets are increasingly service-offering-based. Hence, the requirement of good language acquisition is relevant for a majority of job openings. Dutch language 
proficiency will therefore be a hurdle for immigrants in accessing the Dutch 
labor market at the first place (Gijsberts & Lubbers, 2014). We, thus, anticipate 
that poor comprehension of the Dutch language, first and foremost, increases immigrants’ chances of relying on a social-assistance-based income due to a 
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lack of labor market access. Additionally, we anticipate that employees with 
a lower Dutch proficiency will be the first employees who will be dismissed when the employer seeks organization reform or wishes to achieve budget cuts. This leads to our third hypothesis: The higher the proficiency in the Dutch 
language, the less likely that immigrants receive a social-assistance-based or 
unemployment-benefit-based income (H3) and this association will be less strong 
for an occupational-disability-benefit-based income (H3a).
2.3.1.2  Human capital and more means for welfare-based incomes
Besides actual welfare eligibility, the literature on benefit entitlement suggests 
that what most determines people’s benefit take-up is whether they know about their welfare eligibility (e.g. Currie, 2004). This accords with the human-capital theory’s underlying assumption that better equipped immigrants are successful economically because they are more informed about the host-country’s labor market. By examining our second proposition, we can test the human-capital 
assumption further. Are immigrants with human capital better equipped to find their way through the welfare state’s bureaucracy and successfully apply for welfare support when they lack a paid job? We expect that education obtained in the Netherlands and a higher 
proficiency in the Dutch language contribute to gaining knowledge about bureaucratic procedures. Though general information about various Dutch welfare schemes can be found in various languages other than Dutch, detailed 
instructions of benefit application procedures are mostly given in the Dutch language solely, limiting knowledge to immigrants who comprehend the Dutch language better. This would be especially true for the occupational-disabilities-
benefit receipt, for its application procedure is, in comparison to the other 
two benefits, complicated. We therefore hypothesize: Under the condition that 
people have no paid job, immigrants with more human capital are more likely to 
receive an occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income than immigrants who 
lack this human capital (H4) and the difference will be less for an unemployment-
benefit-based or social-assistance-based income (H4a).
2.3.2  Social capitalThe theory of social capital provides a useful second account of explaining immigrants’ welfare-based incomes. The theory outlines how an increase 
of networks or social contacts has beneficial effects on a person’s economic attainment (Coleman, 1990). As with human-capital theory, social-capital theory 
assumes that useful contacts will be employed for the benefit of structural economic positions. We wish to put that assumption to the test by examining 
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two theoretical propositions. First, we examine whether a lack of social capital determines whether immigrants are successful in the labor market. We thereby expect that lack of social capital increases immigrants’ chances of receiving a welfare-based income rather than receiving an income through paid labor. Second, we expect that an increase of social ties affects immigrants’ knowledge about the bureaucratic rules of welfare programs. Therefore, we presume that people with more social ties have more opportunities to retrieve information about the welfare programs’ application procedures (Sabates-Wheeler & Feldman, 2011). Thus, under the condition of lacking a paid job, social capital increases immigrants’ knowledge about welfare programs’ bureaucracy and successfully apply for a welfare program.  Drawing on the research done by Pichler and Wallace (2007) on civic culture, we would expect that both formal and informal social capital are resourceful aspects. Formal social capital refers to people’s involvement in 
officially constituted clubs and organizations within society, also known as participation in civil society (Putnam, 2000), while informal social capital 
is defined as the resourcefulness of casual bonds between people, such as friendships (Pichler & Wallace, 2007).
2.3.2.1 Social capital and lower risk of welfare-based incomes
Scholars within the field of migrant integration emphasize the positive impact of ties with the native population in the country of residence, which is also known as interethnic-bridging social capital (e.g. Nannestad, Svendsen, & Svendsen, 2008). Immigrants who are embedded in the host-country’s labor market by means of contacts with the native population will have an increased chance for a rich and resourceful information transmittance. Consequently, these interethnic networks enlarge immigrants’ chances of not only getting a job but also getting ahead and 
performing well within the host country’s labor market (Lancee, 2012). Hence, we expect that immigrants with formal or informal interethnic-bridging social 
capital are less likely to receive an unemployment-benefit-based or occupational-
disabilities-benefit-based income than immigrants who lack this social capital (H5) and the difference is less for a social-assistance-based income (H5a). To be informed about job-application procedures, contact with people with a similar background, which is also known as intraethnic-bonding social capital, could be resourceful as well. Social networks consisting mostly of individuals with a migration background are possibly better informed about the labor-market hurdles that immigrants have to overcome while in search of a job. The similarity of the individuals within the social network could supply 
immigrants with positive returns (Lancee, 2012). Studies show, however, that 
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intraethnic social capital results mostly in employment within these regarded communities. Because of the close ties, occurrences of dismissal are less likely within these communities (e.g. Heath & Yu, 2005). Therefore, we expect that the effect of intraethnic-bonding capital will be stronger on the likelihood of 
dependence on labor-related benefits than on social assistance because social-assistance recipiency does not necessarily depend on a previously performed labor. Our sixth hypothesis states: Immigrants with formal or informal 
intraethnic-bonding social capital are less likely to receive an unemployment-
benefit-based or occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income than immigrants 
who lack this social capital (H6) and the difference is less for social-assistance-
based income (H6a).
2.3.2.2 Social capital and more means for welfare-based incomes
Assuming that social capital is beneficial for immigrants’ structural economic position, both interethnic and intraethnic ties would subsequently also offer an increase of information transmission about welfare schemes and their application procedures (Sabates-Wheeler & Feldman, 2011). We can relate this to our second interpretation of the role of social capital concerning immigrants’ chances of receiving a welfare-based income. On the one hand, it is feasible that 
interethnic-bridging networks are better informed about the Dutch benefit system than intraethnic networks members, by being better embedded in the Dutch nation state. On the other hand, intraethnic-bonding social capital provides immigrants with rich information on the application procedures 
for benefits and the hurdles that specifically immigrants have to overcome (Sabates-Wheeler & Feldman, 2011). This providence of rich information for the 
occupational-disabilities-benefit procedure, as the application and procedures 
for this benefit are fairly complicated. Therefore, we hypothesize: Under the 
condition that people have no paid job, immigrants with more social capital are 
more likely to receive an occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income than 
immigrants who lack this social capital (H7) and the difference is less strong for 
receiving an unemployment-benefit-based and social-assistance-based income (H7a). Figure 2.1 presents a visualization of this study’s hypotheses.
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Figure 2.1: Hypotheses as proposed. Panel A: welfare-based income compared to paid employment;  Panel B: welfare-based income compared to no personal income.
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2.4  Data and methods
2.4.1 Data 
We pooled three Dutch migrant survey datasets to get a sufficient number 
of respondents depending on benefits to enable us to test our hypotheses: 
SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, and SIM-2011 (De Graaf, Kalmijn, & Monden, 2010; 
De Koning & Gijsberts, 2002; Statistics Netherlands, 2011). The sample sets 
are based on a two-stage stratified sampling technique; municipalities were 
selected first, after which households were randomly selected (De Graaf et 
al., 2010; Groeneveld & Weijers-Martens, 2003; Korte & Dagevos, 2015). The sampling procedure of the municipalities includes regional location and degree of urbanization. Therefore, the sampling procedures are biased to a small degree due to the dense immigration concentration in the urban areas. The SPVA-2002 and SIM-2011 questionnaires were set out among Dutch Antillean, Moroccan, Turkish, and Surinamese immigrants, whereas the 
NELLS-2010 questionnaire was set out among Turkish and Moroccan immigrants 
between the age of 15 and 45 specifically.4 The face-to-face interviews were conducted in Dutch or the targeted mother tongue, reducing the possibility of 
non-response. The net response rates among first-generation immigrants (after correcting for incorrect register data due to factors such as moved or deceased 
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respondents) varied between 43% for Surinamese immigrants (SIM-2011) 
and 56% for Turkish immigrants (NELLS-2010). Generally, the response rates among Turkish immigrants were higher than among other immigrant groups 
(SPVA-2002: 52%, NELLS-2010: 50%, SIM-2011: 56%). For more detailed information about the response rates, we refer to Table B.3 in Appendix B. This Table presents the sex and age distributions of Dutch register data, SPVA-2002, 
NELLS-2010, SIM-2011, and the final merged data set. Additional information about data collection, sampling procedures, and response rates can be found in the targeted codebooks (De Graaf et al., 2010; Groeneveld & Weijers-Martens, 
2003; Korte & Dagevos, 2015).
2.4.2 Dependent variableIn both the SPVA-2002 and the SIM-2011 questionnaire, the respondents 
answered whether they receive one of the listed welfare benefits and which of the descriptions applied best regarding what they do in a regular week—for example, in paid work, looking after the home, or unable to work due to 
occupational disability. In the NELLS-2010 questionnaire, respondents were directly asked to indicate their most important source of income. Subsequently, we have constructed the dependent variable welfare-based income and its 
categories: (1) unemployment benefit, (2) occupational-disabilities benefit, and (3) social assistance. If respondents answered that they did not have a personal income, they were coded using a fourth category (4) no personal income. Respondents who indicated that they work less than 12 hours per week while indicating that, for example, taking care of the home applies best to their situation are likewise coded as (4) no personal income. Respondents with their main mean of income provided through labor while the description of paid labor applies best are coded as (0) labor or self-employment (referred to as labor). 
Respondents who have an additional benefit to complement their paid labor but whose main mean of income is still through paid labor are also coded as (0) 
labor. We excluded respondents with pension funds, capital or other benefits as their main mean of income from the analyses.5
2.4.3  Human capital variablesEducation obtained abroad is measured with a dummy variable education 
abroad. The variable is derived from the respondents’ indication whether they obtained education from (0) Dutch educational institutes or (1) foreign educational institutes. Respondents who were at least once enrolled into a Dutch educational program were coded as the reference category (0). Respondents who had a missing value on the education abroad variable but migrated to the 
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Netherlands before the age of 18 are coded as the reference category as well, owing to the compulsory attendance age in the Netherlands, while respondents who did not obtain a diploma from elementary school, or higher level, are categorized as (1) education abroad. To measure the physically demanding performed labor in their current job, or when respondents who were not in paid labor at their last performed job, we created two dummy variables: (1) no professional career (containing respondents who have never performed any form of paid labor) and (2) physically 
demanding job with the reference category (0) physically nondemanding labor.6 To distinguish between physically and non–physically demanding labor, we 
followed the International Standard Classification of Occupations 2008 (ISCO-08) skill level procedure.7 In the NELLS-2010 data set, an ISCO-08 variable was given; for the SPVA-2002 and SIM-2011 data sets we converted the SBC92 
classification to an ISCO-08 classification by means of a published converting scheme.8
 To indicate the Dutch language proficiency of the respondents we operationalized the respondents’ estimation of their own speaking abilities with regard to the Dutch language and created the variable Dutch language 
proficiency. Due to scale differences between the various data sets, we standardized the given answers enabling a data set merge. The higher the score 
for Dutch language proficiency, the stronger the respondents’ Dutch speaking comprehension.
2.4.4 Social capital variables For the analyses, we operationalized two kinds of social capital—formal and informal— while accounting for the migrant composition. Regarding the operationalization of formal social capital, in the SPVA-2002 and SIM-2011 it is asked whether the respondents are members of any of the 11 
listed organizations and clubs; in the NELLS-2010, seven organizations and clubs were listed. Furthermore, the respondents had to score whether the composition of these organizations and clubs contained members from their own migrant background (intraethnic) or whether they contained members with various backgrounds including native Dutch. This resulted in the following four dummy variables with the reference category (0) no membership: (1) clubs 
and societal interest organizations with none or few immigrants, (2) migrants 
and religious organizations with none or few immigrants, (3) clubs and societal 
interest organizations with mostly immigrants, and (4) migrants and religious 
organization with mostly immigrants. The former two dummy variables represent formal bridging social capital (interethnic), whereas the latter two 
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refer to formal bonding social capital (intraethnic). The reference category contains the respondents who consistently answered no regarding the listed membership possibilities. A good indication of informal social capital is interaction with friends. Hence, we have chosen to operationalize whether the respondents have native Dutch friends and whether they have friends with a similar ethnic background. We created the following two dummy variables: (1) Dutch friends (reference 
category is [0] no Dutch friends) and (2) country of origin friends (reference 
category is [0] no friends from the country of origin). The dummy variable Dutch 
friends refers to informal bridging social capital (interethnic). The SPVA-2002 survey question asked respondents whether they have friends or acquaintances 
who were born in the Netherlands. Both the NELLS-2010 and SIM-2011 survey questionnaire asked respondents whether they have friends who were born 
in the Netherlands. In the questionnaires, no definition of friends is given. Therefore, what is considered as a friend is in the perception of the respondents.  The latter dummy variable country of origin friends concerns the informal 
bonding social capital (intraethnic). Both the SPVA-2002 and NELLS-2010 asked the respondents whether they have friends (friends and acquaintances regarding the SPVA-2002 questionnaire) who were born in their country of origin. For the SIM-2011 we derived the country of origin friends variable from the respondents’ contact frequency during their spare time. The respondents who answered that they never see or speak to their friends who were born in their country of origin or that the question did not apply to their situation were coded as (0) no country of origin friends (reference category), assuming they have no friends (or at least no close friends) from their country of origin.
2.4.5 Control variablesFor the analyses we included the control variables country of origin, age, sex, 
educational level, marital status, number of children in the household, and data 
set source. Respondents were asked in which country they were born. By means of dummy variables we created the variables (1) Morocco, (1) Turkey, and (1) Suriname, with the reference category (0) Dutch Antillean. Second-generation migrants are excluded from the analyses.9 Age is measured in years and is restricted to people between the age of 15 and 64 years, enabling a representation of the labor force.10 Sex is measured through a dummy variable with women as reference category. The educational level variable measures the level of the highest obtained education or, when still studying, the educational program currently enrolled in, in eight categories. To measure immigrants’ household composition, we coded the following three dummy variables with the 
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reference category (0) single: (1) relationship for immigrants’ who are in a non-cohabiting relationship, (1) cohabiting and/or married, (1) divorced or widowed. We derived two dummy variables for (1) 1 or 2 children in the household and (1) 3 or more children in the household and a reference category (0) no kids in the household. Finally, two dummy variables, (1) NELLS-2010 and (1) SIM-2011 with reference category (0) SPVA-2002, control for the three data sets.
2.4.6 Missing data 
We confined the sample to first-generation migrants from Turkey, Morocco, Suriname, or Dutch Antilles who were between age 15 and 64 years and who did not have a missing value for country of origin, welfare-based income, or age variable; this reduced the number of respondents to 3,144 for the SPVA-
2002 sample, 1,516 for the NELLS-2010 sample, and 1,907 for the SIM-2011 sample. Thereafter, we restricted the sample by excluding respondents’ who were fulltime students (2.2% of the SPVA-2002 respondents, 6.6% of the 
NELLS-2010 respondents, and 8.1% of the SIM-2011 respondents) which makes a merged sample set of 6,189 respondents. By using a multiple imputation procedure, we imputed values for respondents who had invalid values on one of the independent or control variables.11 Five data sets were estimated and we 
used the imputed regression coefficients of the pooled data set including 6,189 respondents (Ruben, 1996). The descriptive statistics are shown in Tables B.4 and B.5 in Appendix B.
2.4.7 MethodFor our data analyses we employed multinomial regression models to test our hypotheses. This enables a series of comparisons between categories with 
the reference category set as main mean of income through labor (Kleinbaum 
& Klein, 2002). The first multinomial logistic regression contains the human capital, social capital, and control variables with labor as the reference category. Through this model we test whether the expected effects of Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 are supported. The second model includes the same components, but instead no personal income is taken as the reference category while excluding people with paid employment. Therefore, this model estimates what the 
chances are to rely on specific welfare-based income as compared to having no personal income, given that immigrants have no employment. This model thus tests whether Hypotheses 4 and 7 are supported. We ran additional analyses to 
probe whether the effect on one of the concerning benefits is higher or lower 
compared with the other benefits.
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2.5 Results
2.5.1  Human capital
Table 2.1 presents the results obtained from the first multinomial logistic regression model with reference category labor as main mean of income (results for the contrast with people who have no personal income are presented in Table B.6 in Appendix B). Table 2.2 shows the results of the second multinomial logistic model excluding people in paid employment and with no personal income as the reference category. For Hypothesis 1, we expected that, despite the respondent’s educational level, a respondent who was not enrolled into a Dutch educational program would have an increased chance of receiving a welfare-based income rather than receiving income through paid labor. Although educational level itself has the expected effect, the effects of having 
obtained an education abroad are, as shown in Table 2.1, not significant for any 
of the welfare benefits. Therefore, we have to refute both Hypothesis 1 and its addendum, 1a.  In line with Hypothesis 2, Table 2.1 shows that immigrants’ chances 
of receiving an occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income, instead of an income through employment, is greater for immigrants with a physically 
demanding profession (OR: 1.720, p < .001) than for immigrants with a 
physically nondemanding job. This finding supports Hypothesis 2. Additionally, we observe the same pattern regarding immigrants’ social-assistance-based 
income (OR: 1.869, p < .001). The results of an additional multinomial logistic 
model, with occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income as the reference 
category, show that the odds ratios of both unemployment-benefit-based and 
social-assistance-based incomes are insignificant.12 Hence, an effect of physically 
demanding labor being larger for occupational disabilities-benefit-based 
incomes, compared with unemployment-benefit-based or social-assistance-based incomes, is not found. And, thus, the addendum to Hypothesis 2, 2a, is not supported.  Furthermore, immigrants’ likelihood of receiving a social-assistance-based income, compared to receiving an income through paid employment, is 
greater for immigrants who have no professional career (OR: 16.433, p < .001) than for immigrants who perform or have performed non–physically demanding 
labor. Although this is expected, we also find a puzzling effect for immigrants who indicated that they have never started a professional career in the Netherlands 
at any point in their lives but that their income is unemployment-benefit-based 
(OR: 4.301, p < .001) or occupational-disability-benefit-based (OR: 4.022, p < 
.001). These results are somewhat counterintuitive because both benefits are only accessible after having a professional career (since they are contribution-
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based schemes). This might be related to erroneous answers in the surveys 
(e.g., an answer about the partner’s income) or to improper benefit recipiency. Despite this inconsistency, we decided to keep these respondents in our sample.13
 With regard to Hypothesis 3, immigrants who are more proficient in the Dutch language have a decreased likelihood of receiving a social-assistance-
based income (OR: .827, p < .01) compared with receiving income through 
paid labor. The expected effect of language proficiency on unemployment-
benefit-based income, however, was not found. Thus, immigrants’ language comprehension does not seem to affect their job-loss chances once they are hired by an employer. Henceforth, Hypothesis 3 is partly supported, whereas addendum 3b is rejected.  Table 2.2 shows that our expectation that under the condition of no paid employment having more human capital would increase immigrants’ chances 
of receiving a welfare-based income cannot be confirmed. Both Dutch language 
acquisition and education obtained in the Netherlands proved to be insignificant predictors. Hypothesis 4 and addendum 4a are refuted.
2.5.2 Social capitalIn line with Hypothesis 5, the results presented in Table 2.1 show that members 
of a sports or societal club are less likely to depend on an unemployment benefit 
(OR: .542, p < .05) while such associations have no effect on occupational-
disabilities-benefit-based incomes. Additionally, the chances of depending 
on both contribution-based benefits instead of receiving an income through 
paid labor is lower (OR: unemployment-benefit-based: .635, p < .001; OR: 
occupational-disabilities-benefit-based: .589, p < .001) for immigrants with 
Dutch native friends. Additional models, with unemployment-benefit-based 
income as the reference category, do not present significant results14, which 
means that the effect of native Dutch friends does not significantly differ between welfare-based incomes. We reject addendum 5a.
 Concerning Hypothesis 6, Table 2.1 does present a significant finding regarding the expected effects of bonding social capital. Compared with 
receiving an income through paid employment, the chances (OR: .598, p < .05) of 
receiving an unemployment-benefit-based income decrease when immigrants join migrant or religious organizations consisting mostly of immigrants. This effect, of formal bonding social capital, however, was not found with regard to an 
occupational-disabilities-benefit-based or a social-assistance-based incomes. Hence, we found partial support for Hypothesis 6 but no support for addendum 6a, because we hypothesized that the chances of relying on a contribution-
based–benefit-based income would be affected. 
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 Table 2.2 confirms our expectation that, under the condition that immigrants have no paid employment, it is more likely that immigrants 
with social ties know how to find their way through the benefits application procedures. This effect was only found with regard to bridging social capital; 
thus, members of a sports or societal interest club (OR: 2.534, p < .01) or a 
religious organization (OR: 4.074, p < .05) with only a few or no immigrants have 
indeed a higher chance to rely on an occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income compared with immigrants having no personal income. This effect was 
not found for receiving an unemployment-benefit-based or a social-assistance-based income. Thus, while Hypothesis 7 is supported, 7a is not supported.  Finally, relating to our control variables, the results of Table 2.1 show that the likelihood of Moroccan and Turkish immigrants relying on one of the three welfare-based incomes instead of on paid labor is generally higher than the likelihood for Dutch Antillean and Surinamese immigrants’ reliance on 
the same welfare-based incomes. This finding supports the presumption that immigrants from the Dutch Antilles and Suriname have a less hampered access 
to the labor market (Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). Additionally, in the case of lacking a personal income, both Moroccan and Turkish immigrants have a lower chance to rely on a social-assistance-based income.
2.6 Conclusions and discussionThis study examined explanations of immigrants’ chances of receiving a welfare-based income and adds to the current literature on immigrants’ structural economic positions in host countries. The study moved beyond the 
current literature since it identified which human- and social-capital indicators explain who relies on which kind of welfare-based income. Congruent with 
previous research on immigrants’ unemployment benefit reliance, we found that human and social capital decrease immigrants’ risk of relying on a welfare-based income. By extending the underlying assumption of the capital theory – that immigrants with more employable resources have better chances to be successful in the labor market and are therefore intrinsically less likely to rely on a welfare-based income – we suggested that human and social capital are also relevant indicators in determining who is more and who is less likely to rely on a welfare-based income when immigrants are in need of access to welfare. Thus, we proposed that in the case of lacking a personal income immigrants with more human and social capital have better resources – and thus are more knowledgeable about how – to generate a welfare-based income than immigrants who lack these resources. 
Welfare-based incomes among immigrants in the Netherlands 
C
ha
pt
er
 2
61
 We did not find evidence for our proposition that human capital increases immigrants’ knowledge about the bureaucratic procedures, because under the condition of having no personal income, human capital 
does not increase immigrants’ likelihood of relying stronger on benefit-based 
incomes. Yet, we did find substantial effects with regard to our social capital expectations. Immigrants who socialize with native Dutch persons in a formal 
setting (interethnic or bridging formal capital) are more likely to find their way 
to an occupational-disabilities-benefit-based income. Since the occupational-
disabilities benefit’s procedures in the Netherlands are fairly complicated, because the scheme consists out of various programs with different eligibility requirements (European commission, 2017), we suggest that there might be a threshold level of complexity in order for social capital to be truly resourceful when in need of welfare usage. With practical implications in mind, we propose that to overcome the gap between the opportunities of immigrants with and immigrants without bridging formal capital, ongoing integration processes are needed. Especially when host countries’ social security systems involve numerous complicated application procedures (Nahapiet, 2011). Interestingly, and as unlike the previous condition (socializing with native Dutch persons), immigrants who are members of a religious or migrants organization with people from a common migration background are more 
likely to have a paid job rather than relying on an unemployment-benefit-based 
income. This finding follows the logic of low dismissal occurrences within close-knit communities (Heath & Yu, 2005), implying that intraethnic networks seem to direct immigrants to suitable job openings within their own networks and that having social contacts in the native population is not the only way of securing an economically stable societal position for immigrants.  Nevertheless, to gather more insight into how knowledge about the host country’s labor market or the welfare state’s system affects immigrants’ means of income, more precise information about immigrants’ welfare knowledge should be collected. It would also be fruitful to further examine the association between immigrants’ unemployment trends and their trajectories toward social-assistance-based incomes, since our indicators had a large effect 
on immigrants’ likelihood to rely on either an unemployment benefit-based income or social assistance-based income, whilst seeming most relevant with regard to the latter. The social-assistance program is mainly a welfare scheme of last resorts, but it simultaneously functions as the exit scheme for contribution-
based benefits (e.g. unemployment benefits) (Pellizzari, 2006). While we could not capture this by means of our analyses, it is likely that, over time, a proportion 
of immigrants have slid down from a contribution-based-benefit scheme into the support of the social-assistance program. A further investigation of this 
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relationship would be interesting.
 This study’s results support previous findings that human and social capital are helpful in the labor market, keeping immigrants from relying on 
unemployment benefits, disability benefits, or social assistance. In particular, for reliance on social assistance, differences in capital have strong effects. We 
posited that human and social capital also increases knowledge to find the way 
through the bureaucratic procedures for applying for benefits. Here, however, only social capital seemed to play a role. We call for a better understanding of the knowledge immigrants obtain both about the labor market and the welfare procedures. For further research, we suggest that the disentanglement of various welfare-based incomes is crucial, whilst further strengthening the idea of the resourcefulness of social integration with the native population to reduce economic inequality among immigrants (Nannestad et al., 2008; Pichler & Wallace, 2007).
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Notes
1. For more information, see Statline //statline.cbs.nl.
2. Over time, the Ziektewet has been privatized, while being publicly steered. See://uwv.nl/ 
particulieren.
3. There are exceptions, children who have reached the age of 18 years while living outside the 
household or students until they are 21 years who live within the household are not counted as 
adults. See //government.nl/documents/leaflets/2011/10/20/q-a-social-assistance.
4. Both NELLS-2010 and SIM-2011 sampled among native Dutch as well. We limited our data to 
immigrants from Morocco, Turkey, Suriname, and the Dutch Antilles.
5. This exclusion applied to 18.8% of SPVA-2002, 2.5% of NELLS-2010, and 17% of SIM-2011 
among respondents born in Morocco, Turkey, Suriname, or the Dutch Antilles.
6. See www.cbs.nl/nl-nl/achtergrond/2012/14/de-nederlandse-beroepsbevolking-twee-
afbakeningen. Respondents with an army career were excluded from the analyses; this 
pertains to less than 0.01% of SPVA-2002 respondents. Despite the required physical abilities 
of each of the force’s ranks, the diversity between the ranks disallows a solid classification of 
physically demanding or nondemanding jobs.
7.  For more information, see www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco08/.
8. See //cbs.nl/nl-NL/menu/ methoden/classificaties/overzicht/ sbc/isco/default.htm.
9. 7.8% of SPVA-2002, 23.4% of NELLS-2010, and 25.5% of SIM-2011 respondents.
10. 2% of SPVA-2002 and 3.8% of SIM-2011 respondents.
11. SPVA-2002: marital status, < 0.1%; children in the household, 0.2%; educational level, 2.8%; 
Dutch language proficiency, 0.5%; formal membership dummies, 0.3%; Dutch friends, 0.6%; 
country of origin friends, 0.6%. NELLS-2010: marital status, < 0.1%; 2%; children in the 
household, 2.1%; educational level, 14%; education abroad, 4.8%; (non) physically demanding 
job dummies, 4.2%; Dutch language abilities, 14.8%; formal membership dummies, 13.7%; 
Dutch friends, 13%; country of origin friends, 14.1%. SIM-2011: educational level, 0.1%; (non)
physically demanding job dummies, 2.5%; formal membership dummies, 0.6%.
12. Or unemployment benefit: .723 (p > .05); Or social assistance: 1.087 p > .10).
13. Excluding these respondents from the analyses did not alter the effects of the parameters.
14. Or occupational disabilities benefit: .928 (p > .10); Or social assistance: 1.052 (p > .10).
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3.1 Introduction Research often draws attention to the poor socioeconomic positions of immigrants in society, which is partly due to their relatively higher reliance on social welfare (e.g. Alba & Nee, 2003; Guild, Carrera & Eisele, 2013; Iversen & Soskice, 2015). Yet, immigrants’ welfare reliance is not only a sign of being an economic burden, but might as well be interpreted as a means to aid immigrants, while they are in pursuit of getting ahead in society. From this perspective, welfare programs protect immigrants from extreme poverty, while offering them the opportunity to alter their socioeconomic positions in society. As such, the state’s welfare support aid them economically while avoiding the scenario that this group will form an economic burden on the welfare state’s resources in the long run.  A logical follow-up question would be to ask what sets immigrants who take-up welfare apart from those who are unable to access welfare. In order 
to answer this question we wish to turn to the benefit entitlement literature. There, it is suggested that the key to make this distinction lies in gaining a better understanding of people’s knowledge about their welfare eligibility or their understanding of the necessary bureaucratic procedures (e.g. Currie, 2004; Hernanz, Malherbet & Pellizzari, 2004). Thus, to prevent immigrants from economic vulnerability, it is important that they are aware of the conditions under which their group can acquire social welfare. With our contribution we 
wish to focus on that aspect specifically; by investigating immigrants’ knowledge of the conditions under which their group is entitled to a diverse set of welfare programs. Previous research on welfare usage has emphasized that not only institutional access or the individual need for welfare usage is important, but that people’s social contacts are of equal relevance to their actual welfare usage (e.g. Figlio, Hamersma & Roth, 2015). The assumption that social contacts increase the likelihood of potential information sharing on welfare eligibility, 
especially when these contacts are benefit recipients themselves, underlies this proposed mechanism (Aizer & Currie, 2004). We contribute to the literature 
by putting this assumption to the test among immigrants for the first time. We thereby anticipate that human capital is a second important explanation of immigrants’ knowledgeability about the welfare access for their group. Previous studies on the welfare usage of immigrants demonstrated that immigrants with more employable skills are greater in obtaining better economic outcomes in society than those with less employable skills; also known as human capital 
(e.g. Chiswick, 1979; Schultz, 1961; Van Tubergen, 2006; Zorlu, 2014). Here, we extent this proposed mechanism by suggesting that through the obtainment 
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of human capital, immigrants additionally acquire a larger set of skills and assets that enables them to gain better information of the welfare state’s social policies. As such, immigrants with these skills are better equipped to acquire support from the welfare state when in need than those who lack in these skills.  Hence, in this contribution, we will examine to what extent human and social capital are related to immigrants’ knowledgeability about their groups’ welfare access. To not bypass the relevancy of personal welfare usage, we will additionally theorize about and empirically test whether immigrants’ current 
or future welfare usage affect their knowledgeability. We will focus on first generation migrants from various origin countries residing in the Netherlands and examine their knowledge of the conditions under which their immigrant group has access to universal programs (public healthcare and state pension), 
contribution-based benefits (unemployment benefits), and means-tested 
benefits (social assistance). Immigrants are considered knowledgeable when they know at which point after arrival their immigrant group can access the four mentioned welfare programs (immediately after registering as a resident, only after having worked and paid taxes for an extended period of time, after obtaining the Dutch nationality, or never). The Netherlands forms an interesting case, because the Dutch welfare state incorporates programs with various welfare eligibilities (Becker, 2000), which is likely to complicate the acquirement of accurate knowledge about all four welfare programs. Our research questions read: ‘To what extent do immigrants know under which 
conditions their immigrant group has access to public healthcare, state pension, 
unemployment benefits, and social assistance in the Netherlands? And to what 
extent can the accuracy of this knowledge be explained by (host-country specific) 
human and social capital?’ To answer these questions, we employed a unique survey dataset: Migrant’s Attitudes toward the Welfare State (MIFARE) (Bekhuis, Fage 
Hedegaard, Seibel, Degen & Renema, 2018). This dataset is specifically collected to examine immigrant opinions on and knowledge of their welfare positions. The survey was set out among 10 groups from both EU and non-EU countries: 
China (CHN), Great Britain (GBR), Japan (JPN), Philippines (PHL), Poland (POL), Romania (ROU), Russia (RUS), Spain (ESP), Turkey (TUR), and United States (USA). These groups were chosen based on their strong differences in their socioeconomic positions and their overall reliance on welfare.
Knowledge about group’s welfare access among immigrants in the Netherlands 
C
ha
pt
er
 3
69
3.2 The Dutch context 
3.2.1 Universal programs: public healthcare and state pensionIn the Netherlands, free of charge access to primary curative care (such as visits to the general practitioner) is available to all residents. Residents are also entitled to the National Old Age Pensions Act (Algemene Ouderdomswet, AOW) 
independently from their country of origin; once they have reached the official retirement age. Yet, the amount of the AOW’s allowances differ, depending on the composition of the household and the number of habitual residence years in the Netherlands.1 Henceforth, the public healthcare program and the state pension system do not make a distinction between the people with and those without a migration background in terms of accessibility.
3.2.2 Contribution-based program: unemployment benefitEmployees who are employed by a Dutch employer are insured for unemployment through the Unemployment  Act (Wet Werkloosheid, WW). This act features a contribution-based character. The program’s entitlement is linked to the personal employment trajectory, but only the years of labor service in the Netherlands are counted. Other than that, immigrants’ access to unemployment 
benefits does not differ from the access of the native population.2 The time span of receipt can range from three up till 28 months.
3.2.3 Means-tested program: social assistanceThe Dutch social assistance (Bijstand), under the Act of Participation 
(Participatiewet), features a means-tested character. For those who cannot support themselves, the Bijstand provides a minimum income. To be eligible, a person cannot be entitled to one of the other Dutch social security programs.3 Important to note is that claiming social assistance while residing 
in the Netherlands for less than five years, may affect immigrants’ prolonging of their temporary residence permit (Vreemdelingenwet 2000, 2017). Though, this measure is not necessarily implemented in all cases, which makes the consequences of social assistance recipiency for a temporary residence permit 
less definite (Zorlu, 2011). After five years of official residence in the Netherlands, regardless of performed employment, this possibility of non-extension lapses.
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3.3 Theory and hypotheses 
3.3.1 Personal welfare usageThe main focus of this contribution lies on the human and social capital theories as the two overarching explanations for immigrants’ knowledge about their group’s welfare access. Nevertheless, another straightforward explanation for immigrants’ knowledgeability would be their current personal welfare usage. It is likely that immigrants who already rely on social welfare know more about the access rights of their group than those without welfare experience (Currie, 2004). Research also underlines that people with lower levels of obtained education or income have a greater chance to know about their welfare eligibility prospects than those with higher levels of obtained education or income (e.g. 
Jæger, 2006), since the former face larger uncertainties in the labor market; likely 
increasing their risk for benefit take-up (e.g. Andreß & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2002b). We anticipate that this would be synonymous with immigrants who foresee that they are in need of medical attention, since they are more likely to invest in obtaining the required knowledge for healthcare assistance than those who do not fear health issues. Taking together, we hypothesize that: immigrants 
who personally depend on social welfare, who have a lower socioeconomic status 
or who rate their subjective health less favorable are more likely to know under 
which conditions those from their country of origin are entitled to Dutch welfare (H1).
3.3.2 Human capital
Building on the theoretical notion in the benefit entitlement literature, we suggest 
that host-country specific human capital does not only support immigrants to obtain better economic outcomes (e.g. Andriessen, Dagevos, Nievers & Boog, 
2007; Van Tubergen, 2006; Zorlu, 2014), but that immigrants with such capital also have a greater chance to know about their welfare eligibility than those who lack this form of capital. Here, we propose that immigrants differ in their skills to acquire knowledge (human capital) and we discuss the human capital factors that have proven to be highly explanatory when explaining the processes of integration or immigrants’ embeddedness in the host country (e.g. Heath & 
Yu, 2005; Spitz-Oener, 2006; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). First, educational attainment is regarded as one of the most essential factors in accumulated human capital. Previous studies demonstrated that obtaining a higher level of education not only increases the chances of immigrants to experience a less troubled integration process (e.g. Spitz-Oener, 2006), but also that the likelihood to acquire a more comprehensive set of generic skills is 
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higher (Bennett, Dunne & Clive, 2000). These generic skills, featuring a set of cognitive abilities such as learning strategies and problem solving techniques, are likely to be employed when immigrants wish to acquire information about the welfare eligibility of their group. We therefore assume that higher educated immigrants are more able to successfully enquire about the relevant bureaucratic procedures, since they have more generic skills to employ. We formulate our second hypothesis: the higher immigrants’ educational level, the 
more likely that they know under which conditions those from their country of 
origin are entitled to Dutch welfare programs (H2). Second, other studies have shown that, regardless of educational level, immigrants who have obtained their education outside the country of residence, experience more integration hindrance than immigrants who were enrolled into educational programs in the host country (e.g. Pina, Corluy & Verbist, 
2015; Zorlu, 2014). Building on the integration and socialization literature, we expect that enrolment in any Dutch educational program will affect immigrants’ knowledge about their group’s welfare eligibility positively. Education is often seen as one of the important factors in the socialization of citizens, capable of teaching people about the rights and duties that citizens have in society (Meyer, 1977). In this light, we anticipate that those who did not receive education in the Netherlands are less aware of the various Dutch welfare institutions, because they lack knowledge about the Dutch political system. As such, these 
immigrants are potentially hindered if they would try to find their way through the bureaucratic procedures of welfare eligibility. Thus, our third hypothesis reads: immigrants who are or have been enrolled into an educational program 
in the Netherlands are more likely to know under which conditions those from 
their country of origin are entitled to Dutch welfare than those who have not been 
enrolled (H3). The comprehension of the host country’s most spoken language is a 
third much debated host-country specific skill among human capital scholars 
(e.g. Chiswick & Miller, 1995; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). Comprehending the host country’s most spoken language has often proven to result in many 
beneficial societal outcomes (e.g. De Graaf-Zijl et al., 2015; Seibel & Van Tubergen, 2013). For our study, we expect that immigrants’ comprehension of the Dutch language will affect their capability to successfully obtain knowledge about their group’s welfare eligibility as well. Even though the Dutch welfare state gives information about the various welfare schemes in a variety of languages, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment (2016) consistently underlines that most detailed information is available in the Dutch language only. Additionally, gathering information through other channels would also be 
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hindered by insufficient language comprehension. Less proficiency in the Dutch language is therefore likely to result in a hampered search for information. We formulate our fourth hypothesis: the higher immigrants’ Dutch language 
proficiency, the more likely that they know under which conditions those from 
their country or origin are entitled to Dutch welfare (H4).
3.3.3 Social capital
Previous literature on benefit participation rates among the native population provides us with a second important theoretical explanation of immigrants’ 
knowledgeability about the access to welfare for their group: the influence of social networks and contacts. Studies have shown that the informal networks of people are important features with regard to how people acquire information on welfare eligibility when in need (e.g. Figlio, Hamersma & Roth, 2015). This phenomenon is termed as the information sharing hypothesis. This proposed 
hypothesis explores the influence of social contacts on welfare recipiency ratios among welfare eligible individuals (Figlio, Hamersma & Roth, 2015). The results presented that an increase of interactions with welfare recipients 
affected people’s individual benefit take-up behavior in a positive way; whether this was in a formal or informal setting. In previous research, friends feature an important component in people’s social interactions in an informal setting (Pichler & Wallace, 2007). With 
reference to the importance of these friends, we first propose that immigrants with more native Dutch friends (interethnic friends) are better informed about their general welfare eligibility, because these friends have been socialized by the Dutch welfare institutions and social policies from birth (Aguilera, 2005). The possibility that they know how to search for information is high and they are also more apt to assist immigrants in their search for the accurate information 
(e.g. Lancee, 2012; Nannestad, Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008). As such, native Dutch friends could play an important role in offering accurate information to immigrants (Aguilera, 2005), for they are likely to know how to search for information through formal channels or they may assist immigrants during 
the search. We formulate our fifth hypothesis: the more native Dutch friends 
immigrants have, the more likely that they know under which conditions those 
from their country or origin are entitled to Dutch welfare (H5). While native Dutch friends might be able to effectively inform immigrants about the welfare state’s institutions and its social policies, friends who were born in the same country of origin (co-ethnic friends), are likely to be resourceful 
too; since the legislation and the specific institutional hindrances apply to them as well (Sabates-Wheeler & Feldman, 2011). The common background could 
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prove to be helpful in obtaining knowledge about the specifics of the group’s welfare eligibility. Therefore, we anticipate a positive effect from intraethnic social capital, which is referred to as social interactions within one’s own group (Nannestad, Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008). We formulate our sixth expectation: 
the more intraethnic friends immigrants have, the more likely that they know 
under which conditions those from their country of origin are entitled to Dutch 
welfare (H6). Migration literature also emphasizes the importance of immigrants’ societal contexts in the country of destination and how they might be affected 
by their own peers (e.g. Alesina, Baqir & Easterly, 1999; Klor & Shayo, 2010). Drawing on the information sharing hypothesis, we expect that when the welfare participation rates of the own immigrant group rises, immigrants are more likely to encounter peers who rely on welfare, than those whose group’s rates are lower. As such, immigrants belonging to the former group are more likely to retrieve accurate information about their group’s welfare eligibility than those who belong to the latter group. The more immigrants are exposed 
to encounters with benefit users, the more likely they are to retrieve accurate information about their group’s welfare eligibility. Our seventh hypothesis reads: the higher immigrant group’s national share of welfare program users, the 
more likely that they know under which conditions those from their country of 
origin are entitled to Dutch welfare (H7). Immigrants’ interethnic friends, their intraethnic friends or the in-group’s share of welfare recipients are rather indirect ways of assessing the effect of social networks on immigrants’ knowledge about their group’s welfare eligibility. A more direct way for immigrants to obtain information is through their relatives. For instance, in the Netherlands, several welfare program’s allowances are based on the number of household members; yet, given to the individual welfare recipient only (for instance, social assistance). As a result, such an application procedure involves the other members of the household actively. Welfare usage by family members outside the household could affect the knowledgeability about the welfare eligibility as well, because the possibility that immigrants interact closely with their relatives in the host country is high 
(Loue & Sajatovic, 2011). Henceforth, we anticipate that the welfare usage in the social proximity of the family affects immigrants’ welfare knowledgeability. Our eight hypothesis reads: immigrants with one or more relatives who make 
use of Dutch welfare are more likely to know under which conditions those from 
their country of origin are entitled to the concerning welfare programs than those 
without these relatives (H8).
Chapter 3
74
3.4 Data and methods
3.4.1 DataFor our analyses, we used the Migrants’ Attitudes towards the Welfare State (MIFARE) survey dataset (Bekhuis et al., 2018). In 2015, gross samples of around 1000 immigrants were drown from the following 10 origin countries by means of the Dutch register data (net sample sizes in brackets): China (excluding Hong 
Kong; 307), GB (269), Japan (295), Philippines (385), Poland (353), Romania (357), Russia (475), Spain (341), Turkey (212), and US (251); a total sample size of 3,245 respondents was reached. The sampling required immigrants to be between the ages of 18 and 75, and they had to reside in their origin country up till at least the age of 16. The respondents had the possibility to choose between returning a paper version or an online version of the questionnaire. With the aim to reduce non-response among immigrants who did not comprehend the Dutch language, both copies were presented in the main language spoken in the country of origin and in Dutch.  Response rates were highest among Russian immigrants (47%), while the response rates of the other immigrant groups varied between 30% and 42% with the exception of Turkish immigrants (22%). In the Chinese, Japanese, and Polish net samples, women were overrepresented. To determine whether there 
is a bias within the sample regarding the group’s shares of benefit recipients, 
we compared the personal benefit recipient rates of each group with Dutch registration data (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b). Overall, the response rates 
aligned with the population figures, but the data showed an overrepresentation 
of Turkish and Russian unemployment benefit recipients and a small underrepresentation of social assistance recipients among Turkish and Chinese immigrants. More detailed information about the data collection and response rates can be found in the MIFARE codebook (Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard, 2018).
3.4.2 Dependent variablesWe derived the dependent variables from the following battery questions: ‘The 
following questions are about your knowledge of the rights of migrants from 
[country of origin] living in the Netherlands. If you do not know the answer, please 
provide us with your best guess. At which point after arrival do migrants from 
[country or origin] have the same rights as natives of the Netherlands to receive (a) public healthcare (b) public pension, (c) unemployment benefits, (d) social 
assistance, from the Netherlands?’ The respondents could opt for the following 
five answer categories: (I) after registering as a resident, (II) after residing for 
an extended period of time, whether or not they have worked, (III) only after have 
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worked and paid taxes and insurances for an extended period of time, (IV) once 
they have become a Dutch citizen, and (V) they will never get the same rights. 
 Subsequently, we constructed five dependent variables: healthcare 
accuracy, pension accuracy, unemployment benefit accuracy, social assistance 
accuracy, and overall accuracy. For healthcare accuracy as well as for pension 
accuracy, the respondents’ answer ‘after registering as a resident’ was coded as (1) accurate whilst the other answer categories were coded as (0) inaccurate. Concerning unemployment benefit accuracy, the respondents’ answer ‘only 
after have worked and paid taxes and insurances for an extended period of time’ was coded as (1) accurate, whilst the other answer categories were coded 
as (0) inaccurate. Last, for social assistance accuracy, answer category ‘after 
residing for an extended period of time, whether or not they have worked’ was coded as (1) accurate, whilst the other answer categories were coded as (0) inaccurate. Finally, to test immigrants’ overall knowledgeability of their group’s access to welfare, we summed up the healthcare accuracy, pension accuracy, 
unemployment benefit accuracy, and social assistance accuracy variables and constructed a sum score named overall accuracy ranging between 0 (not knowledgeable) and 4 (knowledgeable about all welfare programs).
3.4.3 Personal welfare usage variablesWe measured personal welfare usage through personal benefit take-up, subjective 
health rating (proxy for personal need for healthcare), household income, and 
educational level (the latter is regarded as human capital for hypothesis 2 as 
well). Personal benefit take-up was coded by means of the following three dummy variables: personal state pension recipiency, personal unemployment 
benefit recipiency, and personal social assistance recipiency. The respondents 
were given the opportunity to answer, for each of the listed benefits, whether they 
had received the given benefit within the last year. Respondents who answered ‘yes’ were coded as (1), whilst respondents who answered ‘no’ were coded as (0) the reference category. To test immigrants’ overall knowledgeability of their group’s access to welfare, we constructed the variable personal overall benefit 
receipt wherein the respondents were coded as (1) when they were a recipient 
of either one of the listed benefits or (0) when they were non-recipients. We captured individuals’ subjective health rating by the respondents answers to their ‘health in general’ on a five-point scale ranging from (1) very bad to (5) very good. The household income variable indicates the monthly net household income of the respondents and was measured through 11 categories resembling the ISSP’s family income variable. Educational level was measured by the respondents’ level of obtained education. The respondents were able to 
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fill-out the highest level obtained in the country of origin and in the Netherlands. Respondents’ educational attainment was converted into the ‘International 
Standard Classification of Education 1997’ (ISCED97) classification (OECD, European Union, UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015).
3.4.4 Human capital variablesTo determine whether the respondents obtained (a part of) their education in the Netherlands we coded the dummy variable Dutch education. Respondents who were enrolled, or once enrolled, into a Dutch educational program were coded as (1). Respondents who were never enrolled into a Dutch educational program or who have never received education were coded as (0) the reference category.  For the Dutch language proficiency variable, we used the following two questions: ‘How well do you speak Dutch’ and ‘How well do you write in Dutch’. 
Respondents answered the questions on a five-point scale ranging from (1) not at all to (5) very well. We calculated a mean score: the higher the score, the greater the Dutch language comprehension.
3.4.5 Social capital variablesThe interethnic friends variable captured the respondents’ estimation of how many of their friends were born in Netherlands and, thus, refers to immigrants’ native Dutch friends. For this variable, the respondents answered the following survey question: ‘Please think about all your friends you have who live in the Netherlands. We would like to know how many friends who live in the 
Netherlands are originally from the Netherlands?’ The respondents filled-out one of the answer categories, ranging on a scale between 1 and 5, referring to the amount of friends (none, few, several, most, or all). Thus, the higher score, the higher the relative amount of native Dutch friends. The intraethnic friends variable measured how many of the respondents’ friends were born in their country of origin. The following survey question was asked: ‘Please think about all your friends you have who live in the Netherlands. We would like to know how many friends who live in the Netherlands are 
originally from [country of origin]?’ The respondents were able to choose 
between the same five answer categories: (1) none, (2) few, (3) several, (4) most, or (5) all. A high score on this variable means that the respondent had relatively more friends who were from the same country of origin than those with a lower score. We operationalized the group’s shares of welfare recipiency through the groups’ national shares of welfare users. The groups’ state pension participation 
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rates were measured as the percentages of members who were at least 65 years within each group. Registration data from Statistics Netherlands (2017) were used; with the reference date set on January, 1, 2015, which corresponds to the year of the survey data collection. The groups’ unemployment benefit 
participation rates and social assistance participation rates were calculated by using registration data (Statistics Netherlands, 2016). The rates were calculated as the groups’ percentages of welfare recipients as compared to the total amount of immigrants registered in the Netherlands; with an occurred registered recipiency sometime in 2015. The percentages were measured as the number of immigrants who were at, or over, the age of 18. Regarding the unemployment 
benefit participation rates, an upper-limit of 65 years and three months has been set; while there was no such limit for the social assistance take-up (to 
match the country’s eligibility rules). Unfortunately, there were no official rates regarding the welfare usage of each group available. Hence, Hypothesis 7 could not be tested with respect to immigrants’ healthcare accuracy. Finally, an overall 
national welfare usage score was calculated by calculating an average score for 
the sum of the three national benefit participation rates.
 Capturing family members’ benefit take-up, we coded the following four dummy variables: family healthcare recipiency, family state pension recipiency, 
family unemployment benefit recipiency, and family social assistance recipiency. 
For family healthcare recipiency, respondents answered on a five-point scale the following question (ranging from no to on a daily basis): ‘During the past 
12 months, did one of your close relatives (your partner, one of your parents or 
your-parents-in-law or one of your children) living in the Netherlands receive 
care because of health problems?’. We measured respondents’ families’ other 
welfare recipiency by means of their filled-out answers to the question whether 
one of their relatives has or had received the following benefits within the last 
year: state pension, unemployment benefit, and social assistance. For each of 
the respective benefits, we coded the respondents’ answers as (1) when they said ‘yes’, while the ‘no’ answers were coded as (0) the reference category. The dummy variable family overall benefit receipt captured the general benefit recipiency of the respondents’ family members. When the respondents’ family 
members were recipients of at least one of the listed benefits, respondents were coded as (1).
3.4.6 Control variablesWe controlled for sex, age, household composition, residence duration in the 
Netherlands, intention of stay, and their general estimation of the group’s access. To control for the sex of the respondents, female respondents were coded as 
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(1), while male respondents were coded as (0) the reference category.4 To capture the household composition of the respondents, the dummy variable 
partner in household showed whether respondents had (1) a partner  living in the household or whether they had not (which is the reference category, 0). The two dummy variables 1 or 2 children in household and 3 or more children 
in household, with the reference category (0) for no children, referred to the amount of children in the household of the respondents.  The interval variable years resided in the Netherlands was measured by the number of habitual residence years with an upper limit cut-off point of 25 years to avoid outlier effects. The variable intention of stay indicated respondents’ answers to the question whether they have the intention to stay 
in the Netherlands. The variable consists out of five categories, ranging between (1) referring to respondents who wish to stay for not more than a year to (5) referring to respondents who wish to stay for 10 years or longer.5 A dummy variable do not know intention of stay controlled for the respondents who answered that they did not know the answer. 
 Lastly, we created an average of immigrants’ general estimation of their 
group’s access (range 1 to 5) to control for the respondents’ answer patterns on the other knowledge questions (i.e. the other dependent variables). The (dependent) knowledge variable in question was excluded. So, for each dependent variable, the mean value was based on the sum of the three other knowledge questions. For example, while testing the anticipated effects on knowledgeability about the group’s access to public healthcare, we accounted for the respondents’ answers on the other knowledge questions. As such, we controlled for the possibility that respondents gave accurate answers to the public healthcare knowledge question, because of their generalized estimation on welfare eligibility.
3.4.7 Missing dataWe excluded respondents who had a missing value on one of the dependent variables (3.6%). For the other 3,120 respondents we performed a chained multiple imputation procedure to impute values for 12% of the respondents who had a missing value on household income; other variables had less than 
3% missing values (Lall, 2016; Ruben, 1996). The descriptive statistics, after imputation, are shown in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1: Descriptive Statistics.
Range
Variables Min Max Mean SEOverall accuracy (knowledge about four welfare programs)Healthcare accuracyPension accuracy
Unemployment benefit accuracySocial assistance accuracySubjective health rating (very bad –  very good)
Personal overall benefit receiptPersonal state pension recipiency
Personal unemployment benefit recipiencyPersonal social assistance recipiencyEducational level (ISCED)Education obtained in the NetherlandsHousehold income
Dutch language proficiencyNative Dutch friends (none – all)Country of origin friends (none – all) Overall national welfare usage participation rateNational state pension participation rate
National unemployment benefit participation rateNational social assistance participation rateFamily receiving healthcare (no –  daily)
Family overall benefit receiptFamily state pension recipiency
Family unemployment benefit recipiencyFamily social assistance recipiencyFemale (ref. cat. male)Age*Years resided in the NetherlandsIntention of stay in the NetherlandsDon’t know intention of stay in the NetherlandsPartner in household (ref. cat. no partner)1 or 2 children in household (ref. cat no children)3 or more children in household (ref. cat. no children)General estimation of group’s access without healthcareGeneral estimation of group’s access without state pension
General estimation of group’s access without unemployment benefitGeneral estimation of group’s access without social assistance
00000100000011112.72.01.60.8100000180000001111
4111151111611155512.214.120175111117725511115555
  1.727    .777    .150    .651    .149  4.115   .040    .011    .022    .006  4.235    .289  6.992  2.856  2.704  2.8205.921  6.772  6.184  4.808  1.522    .049    .027    .019    .004    .67737.528  7.739  2.597    .368    .640    .354    .033  2.687  2.2442.2172.356
    .766    .416    .357    .477    .356    .771    .194    .104    .148    .078  1.289    .453  2.869  1.193    .995  1.0882.432  3.809  5.299  3.735    .773    .217    .161    .137    .063    .46810.729  6.617  2.250    .482    .480    .478    .178    .785    .710.728.670n = 3120
Note: *two respondents in the sample are 77 years.Source: MIFARE 2018
3.4.8 MethodFor every group, we calculated the proportion of respondents who accurately answered the survey items used for our dependent variables. We also described the extent to which immigrants estimated a less or more restrictive access to the individual welfare programs. Since access to public healthcare and state pension is granted right after resident registration (the least restrictive 
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condition), inaccurate answers by respondents are logically an estimation of a more restrictive access than the actual access.
 To test our hypotheses we, first, applied an OLS regression analysis while controlling for clustering on the country of origin level on the dependent variable overall accuracy. Through the clustering of standard errors, the analyses took the intra-class correlation within groups into consideration. Thi s model tested whether the formulated hypotheses could explain immigrants’ general knowledge accuracy about their group’s welfare access. Thereafter, we 
tested the significance of the formulated hypotheses for each of the different welfare schemes by means of binomial logistic regression while controlling for clustering on the level of origin country (by estimating clustered standard errors). Considering that our hypotheses do not anticipate an over- or underestimation of welfare access (as shown in the bivariate analyses), we employed bivariate logistic regression models to test our hypotheses on the accuracy of the answers. 
 For each of the binomial logistic regression models, the benefit 
participation rates, personal, and family benefit recipiency variables refer to 
the considered dependent variable’s welfare program. With regard to the OLS 
regression model, the overall national, personal and family benefit receipt 
variables were used to parsimoniously reflect a more general welfare usage. 
3.5 Results 
3.5.1  Descriptive resultsFigures 3.1 to 3.4 illustrate immigrants’ knowledge about their welfare access. Immigrants are sorted by country of origin and the upper bar presents the group with the highest percentage of respondents who accurately answered the knowledge questions. Figure 3.1 shows to what extent immigrants overestimated or accurately estimated their group’s access to public healthcare. The vast majority knew that their group can access public healthcare right after 
residential registration, since approximately 80% within most groups filled-out the question accurately. Chinese and Polish immigrants least often gave the correct answer; only around 60% thought that their group has immediate access to public healthcare after migration. This means that among Chinese and Polish immigrants almost 40% expected some kind of conditional access.
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Figure 3.1: 
Distribution filled-out answers on the question when the group has access to healthcare per country of origin in percentages. Note: less restrictive answer category was not possible. Source: MIFARE 2018
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Figure 3.2: 
Distribution filled-out answers on the question when the group has access to state pension per country of origin in percentages. Note: less restrictive answer category was not possible. Source: MIFARE 2018
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Figure 3.2 shows to what extent immigrant groups differ in their knowledge about their group’s access to the Dutch state pension program. Overall, a small minority within each group estimated the access for their group accurately. Among Turkish immigrants this was by far the highest percentage (37%) and 
the percentage of correctly filled-out answers was the lowest among American immigrants (6%). These results show that, contrary to the actual situation, a 
significant proportion of immigrants expected a form of conditional access to state pension.
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Figure 3.3: 
Distribution filled-out answers on the question when the group has access to unemployment benefit per country of origin in percentages. Source: MIFARE 2018 
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Figure 3.3 presents the proportions of the accurately estimated, underestimated, 
and overestimated group’s access to unemployment benefits. Comparable to the distribution of given answers regarding the access to public healthcare for their group (see Figure 3.1), most immigrants knew when after migration their group 
is eligible for an unemployment benefit. This percentage was the highest among Polish immigrants (almost 80%); this group accurately expected that they have to perform labor and pay taxes for an extended period of time in order to be 
eligible for unemployment benefits. Among Russian and Turkish immigrants, this proportion was the lowest (47% and 48% respectively). Figure 3.3 also shows that Turkish immigrants in particular estimated a less restrictive access than factual, while Russian immigrants most often estimated a more restrictive access instead.
Figure 3.4 demonstrates the knowledge of immigrants about the access to social assistance for their group. We see that only a small minority gave the accurate answer (extended period of residency). Even though the differences of accuracy between the groups are relatively small, ranging from 19% among Romanian immigrants to 12% among Russian immigrants. Turkish, Russian, and Chinese immigrants were most likely to have estimated a less restrictive access, while Japanese and American immigrants are most likely to have estimated a more restrictive access.
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Figure 3.4: 
Distribution filled-out answers on the question when the group has access to social assistance per country of origin in percentages. Source: MIFARE 2018
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In sum, immigrants were most knowledgeable about the access to public 
healthcare and unemployment benefits for their group. The group’s access to state pension was more restrictively estimated than the actual situation, while immigrants’ knowledge about their access to social assistance demonstrated a diverse pattern of over- and underestimation. Additional tests indicated that the immigrant groups statistically differed from each other regarding their knowledgeability about their group’s welfare access (one-way ANOVA: F 10.517, 
p<.001). A Tukey post hoc test tells us that, overall, American immigrants estimated the most restrictive group’s access, while Turkish immigrants estimated the least restrictive group’s access to welfare.
3.5.2 Analytical results
Table 3.2 presents the results of the OLS regression model and the four binomial logistic regression models; all the models controlled for a clustering on country level. When examining the effects of immigrants’ current or future need for 
welfare usage, results first showed that welfare recipients do not provide more accurate answers than non-recipients. However, we did observe that immigrants with a higher level of (household) income had a greater chance of knowing about their group’s access to public healthcare (b = .086, p < .001) and unemployment 
benefits (b = .112, p < .001) than those with lowers levels of income. Results also revealed that immigrants with lower levels of obtained education had a better chance of knowing about their group’s access to the state’s pension system (b = 
-.101, p < .05) than those lower levels. Except for this found effect of educational 
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level on welfare knowledgeability, our further results do not support our first expectations. Thus, Hypothesis 1 is refuted. Personal welfare use and (future) need for social welfare do not seem to be positively related to immigrants’ knowledgeability about their group’s welfare access. With regard to the human capital determinants, we expected that immigrants with a higher educational level, (previous) enrolment in Dutch educational programs or a better comprehension of the Dutch language would have more opportunities to obtain accurate information about their group’s access to welfare. Yet, our results showed that the educational level of immigrants or their enrolment in Dutch educational programs were not positively related to their welfare knowledgeability. Notwithstanding, immigrants with a better comprehension of the Dutch language (b =.247, p < .01) had better chances of knowing about their group’s access to public healthcare than those with less or no comprehension of the Dutch language.
 There is, however, no evidence that immigrants’ language proficiency 
had a significant effect on immigrants’ overall knowledgeability or on either of the other welfare programs. Thus, we refute Hypotheses 2 and 3, while our results moderately support Hypothesis 4. We ran additional robustness analyses to control for immigrants’ participation in Dutch integration courses, but our results did not change.6  
 Looking at the social capital determinants, results showed no expected 
positive effects for the influence of immigrants’ interethnic or intraethnic friends. Instead, we found that having friends from the same country of origin decreased their chances to know about their group’s access to public healthcare (b = -.143, p < .01), while having native Dutch friends decreased their chances of knowing about their group’s access to state pension (b = -.147, p < .10). Thus, Hypothesis 5 and 6 are not supported by our results. On the other hand, results 
did show that higher shares of unemployment benefit recipients within the group increase immigrants’ likelihood to know about their group’s access to 
unemployment benefits (b =.061, p <.05), which is line with Hypothesis 7. A 
stronger effect was found for the influence of relatives; having relatives who are (or were) welfare recipients, increased immigrants’ likelihood to know about their group’s access to state pension (b = .740, p < .05), social assistance (b = 
1.415, p <.05), and, though with less certainty, unemployment benefits (b = 
.604, p <.10). Which is in line with Hypothesis 8. Overall, we can conclude that – although native Dutch or co-ethnic friends did not seem to affect immigrants’ knowledge in the same way – welfare usage by others in the social context (a higher share of welfare users by the in-group or the welfare usage among relatives) does seem to be related to immigrants’ welfare knowledgeability.
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 We learned from the control variables that immigrants were also more likely to know of their group’s access to welfare in general if they had a partner in their household. Other useful predictors of welfare knowledgeability were period of residency and intention of stay. On the other hand, having more children in the household turned out to be mostly a predictor of less knowledgeability. Finally, immigrants who generally estimated a more restrictive access to welfare, had lesser chances of knowing their group’s access to welfare. We ran additional robustness analyses. There, we controlled for the effects caused by differences between immigrant groups that were not captured 
by the benefit participation rates of the groups. We tested our expectations while adding country of origin dummies to the models instead of the groups’ 
benefit participation rates; with Turkey as the reference group, since they have the relatively worse-off socioeconomic status in our sample (Statistics Netherlands, 2014). The results showed us that Turkish immigrants were the least knowledgeable about their group’s access to welfare. We suggest that this may be the result of their migration history. A large proportion of their group entered the Netherlands during the earlier migration waves (Dijkhoff & Pereira, 2010). Since then the rules of welfare accessibility have changed considerately (Hernanz, Malherbet & Pellizzari, 2004). With regard to our hypotheses, the robustness analyses showed that adding country of origin dummies did not alter our earlier conclusions; with the exception of the effect of education. For 
the specific results, see Table C.3 in Appendix C.  
3.6 Conclusions and discussion Though previous research theorized about the role of knowledge regarding 
the benefit take-up behavior among immigrants, it remained unclear who was more knowledgeable about their access to welfare, and why. Our contribution set out to determine whether immigrants know when their group has access to welfare after they have migrated to the Netherlands. To explain differences between immigrants in their knowledgeability of welfare access, we tested the 
extent to which the host-country specific human capital and social capital could 
explain immigrants’ overall and welfare-specific knowledge, while accounting 
for their individual welfare usage. The findings of this study contribute to the literature by increasing our understanding of who has the better resources to acquire welfare when in need and who has a lack in these.  This study has shown that the vast majority knows if their group has a conditional or unconditional access to public healthcare and unemployment 
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benefits, but they do not have the specific required knowledge of their group’s access the state’s pension system or social assistance. It is likely that the former two  welfare  programs  feature  a  more  straightforward  logic  of eligibility than the  eligibility  requirements  of  the  latter  two  programs. In  the  Netherlands,immigrants  are  only  eligible  to  acquire  unemployment  benefits  
after they have contributed to the program by means of income taxation; which is made visible on and clarified by the monthly salary slips of employees. This  
may also explain why  a  large  confusion  exists  in  regards  to  the  group’s  access to  the  universalstate’s pension system, since the salary slips also show how    employees  build-up   their   labor-based   pension   accruals   (occupational  pension);  which   is   an  employee-based  program  that  acts  next  to  the  state’s  national pension program.
  Why  the  group’s  access  to  public  healthcare  was  largely  estimated correctly, can be traced back to previous studies that have found that sick people are seen as one of the most deserving groups for welfare recipiency (e.g. Jensen &  Petersen,  2017).  Providing  healthcare  access  for  everybody  scores  high  in terms  of  people’s  deservingness  heuristic  (Aarøe  &  Petersen,  2014;  Jensen  & Petersen, 2017; Van Oorschot, 2006). Therefore, the immediate access to public 
healthcare  seems  to  fit  this  deservingness  heuristic  and  would  explain  why so many immigrants know of their group’s access to the program.  For further research, it would be interesting to test whether immigrants’ knowledgeability 
about their group’s access to unemployment benefits and healthcare remains high when host countries provide less straightforward eligibility requirements. By doing so, future research will be able to show if deservingness heuristics drive the  expectations  of  immigrants  regarding  their  access  to  welfare;  or  whether immigrants  are  generally  better  informed  about  access  to  unemployment 
benefits and public healthcare.
  Further  results  showed  that  host-country  specific  human  capital  does little in terms of explaining who is more knowledgeable about the overall access to welfare for their group. Instead, we found a small effect by immigrants’ Dutch language comprehension only. This is rather unexpected, because human capital factors are usually substantial factors in the explanation of immigrants’ societal 
and economic outcomes (e.g. Chiswick & Miller, 1995; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2005). We suggest that future studies should focus on a wider understanding of  immigrants’  knowledgeability  in  order  to  see  whether  the  limited  effects of  human  capital  remain  if  immigrants  are  questioned  about  other  eligibility requirements (such as age, income thresholds or household composition).
  Our findings presented support for the relevance of immigrants’ social contexts in relation to their welfare knowledgeability. Most notably, the positive 
influence  of  benefit  take-up  among  immigrants’  relatives  or  their  peers  in
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regards to unemployment benefits. These findings suggest that networks are 
an important factor and that immigrants with more host-country specific social 
capital have a reduced risk of being in an economically difficult position in 
comparison to those without. Nevertheless, the findings also showed that not 
all forms of social capital necessarily work to the benefit of immigrants’ welfare knowledgeability, since the measured results of the effect of friends in relation to immigrants’ welfare knowledgeability were inconclusive. We however lack data on the take-up rates among the respondents’ friends or their socioeconomic status and we suggest that future studies should control for such characteristics (Currie, 2004). As such, future studies would better know how resourceful these friends are in terms of their capabilities to provide the required information (Currie, 2004). It might also shed light on why within certain immigrant groups stronger beliefs are held with regard to their group’s more or less conditional access to welfare.  In this study, we found another main knowledge pattern: in a number of groups, immigrants showed a strong tendency in over and under-estimating their group’s access to state pension and social assistance, despite their equal eligibility criteria. For future research, it is crucial to understand these 
group differences, because this finding may have consequences for the earlier conclusions on the ‘welfare state magnetism’ hypothesis. Especially, since immigrants lack of knowledge about the universalistic nature of the Dutch state pension scheme. This scheme is likely to be one of the schemes that immigrants would base their choice of long-term emigration on, but at the same time their knowledge about this scheme seemed to be absent at large.  Additionally, if immigrants’ perceptions of access do not match the factual access, it is likely that this discrepancy between perceptions and the actual situation causes frustration among the most vulnerable immigrants, while it may keep them from receiving welfare support when in need at the same time (Giulietti, Guzi, 
Kahanec & Zimmerman, 2013; Kenworthy, 1999). Especially since our study showed that being equipped with skills necessary to access information did little in explaining immigrants’ knowledge about their group’s access to welfare. 
Instead, our findings suggest that the influence of social networks are likely to play a larger role than human capital.  A promising path for future research would be to examine a broader understanding of welfare knowledgeability through questions that refer to a more general notion of welfare eligibility (awareness of various welfare 
programs, benefit’s allowances, etc.) and test whether immigrants are aware of a broader sense of eligibility requirements. Such an examination could easily be extended to a simultaneous examination of both the native and immigrant 
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population. A comparison between these two groups would answer the question whether immigrants – who usually have to overcome more institutional hurdles when accessing welfare (Hooijer & Picot, 2015) – hold a more vulnerable position when in need of welfare than the population native to the country.
Notes 
1. For more information, visit: www.svb.nl/int/en/aow.
2. For more information, see: uwv.nl/particulieren/ werkloos/index.aspx.
3. For more information, see: government.nl/documents/leaflets/2011/10/20/q-a-social-
assistance.
4. The percentage of females seem rather high (68%). Nevertheless, the Dutch register data show 
that women are generally prevalent in some of the sampled immigrant groups. 
5. A test of linearity shows that intention of stay can be included as a linear variable.
6. We conducted robustness analyses to determine whether there is a mediating effect of Dutch 
language proficiency on obtained education in the Netherlands or the amount of Dutch native 
friends. The results were not significant
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Immigrants’ support for welfare 
spending and the role of 
interest in welfare and 
perceived access to welfare

Chapter 4
Immigrants’ support for welfare spending, self-interest, 
and the role of the group*
* A slightly different version of this chapter has been published in International 
Journal of Social Welfare, co-author is Marcel Lubbers (Renema & Lubbers, 
2018b). The authors jointly developed the idea and design for this study. Renema 
wrote the main part of the manuscript and conducted the analyses. Lubbers 
substantially contributed to the manuscript. The study on which this chapter is 
based is presented at ECPR General Conference in Prague, Czech Republic, 2016, 
September 8-10 and at NORFACE’s Welfare State Futures Thematic Workshop 
Welfare State Attitudes, Gothenburg, Sweden, 2016, February 22-24.
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4.1 IntroductionAttitudes toward the welfare state are an important aspect of the legitimacy of a government and the consequential social order. Intrinsically, the question raised is whether citizens perceive the existing distributional programs as just or unjust. Hence, studies frequently underline the importance of majority support for redistribution programs (Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Svallfors, 2012). Over the past several decades, European nations have become increasingly 
diversified with immigrants arriving from a variety of countries, some of which have minimal welfare expenditures (Castles & Miller, 2003). This could result in an increase in assorted support for the welfare state. Apart from Reeskens 
and Van Oorschot (2015) and Luttmer and Singhal (2011), there has been little discussion of the extent to which immigrants support welfare redistribution in their host countries. Findings often emphasize that immigrants have a high risk of becoming dependent on welfare due to, for example, language barriers or education 
obtained abroad (Blomberg, Kallio, Kangas, Kroll, & Niemelä, 2012; Reeskens 
& Van Oorschot, 2015). Previous research has shown that benefit recipients are more strongly supportive of welfare redistribution than are non-recipients (Svallfors, 2012). This leads to the assumption that immigrants largely support public welfare spending (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012). However, in this previous research, immigrant status was taken merely as a proxy for self-interest, 
whereas there is actually significant variation between and within immigrant 
groups in their reliance on welfare benefits (Statistics Netherlands, 2016). This study draws on the literature of welfare redistribution preferences and migrant integration to gain a better understanding of immigrants’ support for public welfare spending. A wide strand of research explains support for welfare spending by means of self-interest preferences, in that people tend to favor welfare 
redistribution programs if they themselves benefit from these measures (Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Blomberg et al., 2012; Gelissen, 2002b; Jӕger, 2006; Svallfors, 2004; Van Oorschot & Roosma, 2017). Most common determinants 
are income, educational background and personal benefit, although few studies have tested their relevance among the immigrant population. Taking the migrant integration literature into consideration, studies have not only emphasized the socioeconomic position of various societal groups, but also the sense of belonging to the immigrant group in question which emphasizes the pertinence of the group’s interests instead of the exclusive focus on individual 
self-interests (Sears & Funk, 1990; Staerklé, Likki & Scheidegger, 2012).  In our contribution, we study group interest by examining the effect of 
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immigrants’ benefit participation rates (which are the relative national shares 
of benefit recipients from the country of origin) on their support for welfare 
spending. We propose that these benefit participation rates among co-national immigrants are particularly relevant to immigrants with a strong sense of belonging to the people from their country of origin. We argue that immigrants with a strong sense of belonging will place less emphasis on their own welfare needs. Our research questions are: ‘To what extent do self-interest determinants 
and the relative shares of benefit recipients from the country of origin affect 
immigrants’ support for welfare spending? And how is this moderated by the sense 
of belonging to the immigrant group?’  By raising these questions, we contribute to the growing body of literature on welfare state attitudes by theorizing about the welfare position of immigrants. We test whether the individual’s or group’s welfare position is relevant to explaining immigrants’ support for welfare spending and whether these associations are affected by immigrants’ sense of belonging to other immigrants from the country of origin. To examine the extent to which the 
immigrant group’s benefit participation rates affect immigrants’ support for public spending on welfare, we distinguish various immigrant groups that differ 
strongly in their benefit participation rates and socioeconomic positions. For the purposes of this study, a new and recent survey dataset, Migrants’ Attitudes toward the Welfare State (MIFARE), is employed (Bekhuis, Fage Hedegaard, Seibel, Degen & Renema, 2018). This dataset was designed to assess the attitudes of immigrants in the Netherlands toward the welfare state and drew on various immigrant groups from both European Union (EU) and non-EU countries, thereby allowing for differentiation. The Dutch state does not have selective immigration policies that are applied by countries such as Canada and Australia. This reduces possible immigration selection effects based on factors such as educational level, age or language abilities (Pedersen, Pytlikova, & Smith, 2008). This contribution focuses on support for public spending on 
unemployment benefit and social assistance schemes. The purpose of both welfare programs is to provide recipients with a minimum amount of income. Yet in the Netherlands, eligibility for these programs varies considerably. Moreover, the immigrant groups in our sample differ not only to the extent they rely on general welfare, but also to the extent they rely on different welfare programs (Statistics Netherlands, 2014, 2016). We anticipate that these 
different eligibilities for and usages of welfare would be reflected in the extent to which group interest matters to immigrants’ support for welfare spending. 
For both types of benefits, we were able to match figures on immigrant group 
share of benefit recipients.
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4.2 Theory and hypotheses
4.2.1  Self-interest
A broad strand of the literature on immigration emphasizes the significance 
of short-term self-interests (Andreß & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2002a; Heath, 
Rothon, & Kilpi, 2008; Jӕger, 2006; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2015). Along these lines, the theory predicts, and research has found, that welfare recipients are inclined to show a stronger preference for state intervention than non-
recipients (Blomberg et al., 2012), in that welfare recipients already benefit from the support of social policy programs. Studies of welfare state attitudes often emphasize that immigrants are one of the societal groups most at risk of welfare dependency because of their relatively deprived position in the labor market, which can be ascribed to language barriers, among other factors 
(Blomberg et al., 2012; Fridberg & Kangas, 2008; Jӕger, 2006; Staerklé et al., 2012). Therefore, in the literature immigrant status has been taken as a proxy for a strong interest in welfare usage (Blomberg et al., 2012). This, however, ignores the variance that may exist between and within immigrant groups. For example, in the Netherlands, immigrants from the United States generally have a better socioeconomic position than immigrants from Turkey (Statistics Netherlands, 2014, 2016). Thus, we hypothesize that among immigrants as well: the take-up of welfare benefits is associated with stronger support for public 
spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance (H1 current risk – self-interest hypothesis).
 Beyond the expectations of those currently receiving welfare benefits, the self-interest approach predicts approval of extended welfare state arrangements when the risk of welfare needs in the near future is greater 
(Andreß & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2002a). This would hold in particular for immigrants in lower socioeconomic positions. In their study, Reeskens and Van Oorschot (2015) demonstrated a modest effect of a deprived socioeconomic status on support for the welfare state while addressing immigrants’ welfare 
state attitudes specifically. We anticipate to replicate this finding. Thus, we expect that: a lower socioeconomic status is associated with stronger support for 
public spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance (H2 future risk – self-interest hypothesis). 
4.2.2 Welfare group interestMigrant integration literature has emphasized the importance of social context for understanding the development of immigrants’ individual societal 
preferences (Maliepaard, Lubbers & Gijsberts, 2010; Alesina, Baqir, & Easterly, 
1999; Glaeser & Ward, 2006; Klor & Shayo, 2010). These studies argue that 
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immigrants are expected to be affected by the societal positions of their immigrant 
group (Klor & Shayo, 2010). Therefore, we anticipate that immigrants who belong to a group where the majority relies on support provided by the welfare 
state’s programs (i.e., groups with higher benefit participation rates) would hold more benevolent attitudes toward these programs than would immigrants from groups that rely little or not at all on state support. For instance, in his US-
based study, Luttmer (2001) found a strong positive association between racial 
groups’ benefit participation rates and individual welfare spending preferences. Subsequently, the author argues for that redistribution preferences should be explainable in part by means of interpersonal preferences such as the welfare 
interests of the group (Luttmer, 2001). The assumption here is that not only 
are people who themselves rely on benefits more likely to support welfare 
spending, but also that people who belong to a specific group where many of its members rely on welfare are also greater supporters of welfare spending, as this would redistribute income to their group (Breznau & Eger, 2016). Thus, our third hypothesis is: the higher benefit participation rates among immigrants 
from the country of origin are associated with stronger support for public 
spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance (H3 welfare group interest hypothesis).
4.2.3 Sense of belongingIn the migration literature, most studies have emphasized that immigrants vary strongly in their sense of belonging to their country of origin group. The proposition is that when immigrants have a strong sense of belonging to their country of origin, members of that group are more likely to be affected by characteristics of that group in the destination country. This is demonstrated 
in the work undertaken by Klor & Shayo (2010), whose empirical analyses 
showed that identification with the respective immigrant group explains a large proportion of immigrants’ voting behavior, as long as it does not exceed a certain threshold of individual economic loss. Hillman (2010) described this phenomenon as a result of expressive behavior, meaning that, aside from satisfying material self-interests, people strive for utility through group norm-compliant behavior. Thus, we propose that the welfare group interest hypothesis would be relevant only for those immigrants who feel a strong sense of belonging to other immigrants from their country of origin (Poletta & Jasper, 2001; Tilly, 1978). These immigrants in particular would adjust their support for welfare 
spending to their group’s needs, even if this was at odds with their own financial situation. Hence, our fourth hypothesis is: the stronger the sense of belonging 
to other immigrants from the country of origin, the stronger the association 
between immigrants’ welfare group interest and support for public spending on 
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unemployment benefits and social assistance (H4 sense of belonging–welfare group interest hypothesis). Building on the same rationale, we expect that when the sense of belonging to the immigrant group is more salient, individual needs will be overshadowed. Or, as Brewer and Silver (2000, p. 160) noted: ‘the meaning of 
“self-interest” is transformed to the group level’. Thus, immigrants who feel a stronger sense of belonging to other immigrants from their country of origin will allocate more importance to the interests of their immigrant group while 
showing less interest in their own personal situation (Klor & Shayo, 2010). We therefore formulate the following two conditional hypotheses: the stronger the 
sense of belonging to other immigrants from the country of origin, the weaker 
the association between immigrants’ individual benefit take-up and support 
for public spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance (H5 sense of belonging–current risk hypothesis). The stronger the sense of belonging to 
other immigrants from the country of origin, the weaker the association between 
socioeconomic status and support for public spending on unemployment benefits 
and social assistance (H6 sense of belonging–future risk hypothesis). Figure 4.1 presents the overview of our hypotheses in a conceptual model.
Figure 4.1: The conceptual framework as proposed.
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H2 -
H3 +
H4 +
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participation rates
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immigrant group
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4.3 The Dutch contextIn this section, we give a brief overview of the study’s context and immigrants’ 
institutional access to the unemployment benefit and social assistance schemes 
in the Netherlands. The Dutch welfare system is commonly defined as a hybrid type that features characteristics of both the Continental European welfare model and the Nordic welfare model. Continental European characteristics are comparable to employee social insurance, while the universal social coverage elements are comparable to the Nordic welfare model. In recent decades, the Dutch welfare system also incorporated several liberal components into its welfare model. This latter development is rooted in the recent stipulation of citizens’ responsibility by the government (Van Oorschot, 2006b). 
4.3.1 Unemployment benefitsIn the Netherlands, the Unemployment Act (Wet Werkloosheid) is a personal contribution-based employee insurance program that protects employees from potential future unemployment. To be eligible, a person must meet certain conditions (e.g. the employee must not have resigned, but have been 
fired instead), and the scheme links payment to the recipient’s total years of labor service. The payment’s time span ranges from 3 to 28 months. During 
the first two months of payment, the recipient receives 75% of her or his last salary. Thereafter, this percentage drops to 70%. While the take-up possibility is restricted to residents of the Netherlands, this holds for both Dutch citizens and immigrants.
4.3.2 Social assistanceThe Dutch social assistance scheme (Bijstand) falls within the jurisdiction of the Participation Act and is a means-tested program that ensures a minimum income to residents who cannot support themselves through their own means. To be eligible for social assistance, one must be ineligible for other welfare programs. On 1 July 2015, the scheme’s payment level was set at a monthly allowance of €1,570.80. However, the exact monthly allowance is decided at the municipal level and depends on the total number of members of the household 
(kostendelersnorm). Regarding immigrants’ eligibility for social assistance, those who wish to claim social assistance but have lived in the Netherlands for 
less than five years may find that their temporary residence permit will not be prolonged (Vreemdelingenwet 2000, 2017). Though non-extension of the temporary residence permit is not necessarily implemented in all cases (aspects such as time of residency in relation to previous economic activity may alter the 
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decision),1 it is only after five years of residency that immigrants have the same eligibility rights as Dutch citizens.
4.4 Data and methods4.4.1 DataTo test our hypotheses, we employed the Migrants’ Welfare State Attitudes (MIFARE) survey dataset (Bekhuis et al., 2018). The MIFARE data are sampled from among immigrants from ten countries of origin (and net sample size) residing in the Netherlands: China (307), Great Britain (269), Japan (295), the Philippines (385), Poland (353), Romania (357), the Russian Federation2 (475), Spain (341), Turkey (212) and the US (251), a total sample size of 3245 respondents. These immigrant groups vary greatly regarding their in-group 
benefit participation rates (Statistics Netherlands, 2016) and thus provides the opportunity to examine the welfare group interest hypothesis. The sampling was of immigrants between the ages of 18 and 75 years, and only those immigrants were selected who were born in one of the targeted countries and had resided in that country until at least the age of 16. Respondents had the opportunity to 
fill out a hard copy of the questionnaire or an online version. The questionnaire was presented both in Dutch and in the main language spoken in the country of origin, thereby reducing the non-response rate while including immigrants who did not understand the Dutch language. Additionally, an adjusted version of the survey was distributed among native Dutch citizens (427).  Response rates were highest among native Dutch citizens (49%), closely followed by immigrants from Russia (47%). For the other immigrant groups the response rates varied between 30 and 42%, with the exception of the Turks with a low response rate of 22%. To determine whether there was a bias in 
the sample regarding an immigrant group’s benefit recipiency, we compared 
the personal benefit recipiency in the sample with Dutch registration data. 
Generally, response rates aligned with population figures. Nevertheless, the data showed a small overrepresentation of Turkish and Russian immigrants who are 
unemployment benefit recipients, and a small underrepresentation of Turkish and Chinese social assistance recipients (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b). 
4.4.2 Dependent variablesWe used two dependent variables from the following two battery questions: 
‘Listed below are various areas of government spending in the Netherlands. 
[Would you] like to see more or less government spending? Remember that if you 
say “much more”, it might require a tax increase to pay for it: 1) unemployment 
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benefits, 2) social assistance’. The two items were moderately correlated r(2770) 
= .54, p <.001, verifying the assumption that spending preferences with regard 
to labor-related benefits and social assistance would differ from each other.3 The 
answers were given on a five-point scale (1=spend much less, 5=spend much more). The higher the score, the greater was the support for welfare spending (WS) on: 1) unemployment benefits, or 2) social assistance. This exact wording was also used for the items in the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) questionnaires. Comparably, the option ‘can’t choose’ was given. The rate of respondents who answered ‘can’t choose’ rose to a quarter of the respondents and were excluded from the analyses. We analyzed the likelihood of picking the ‘can’t choose’ option (see Table D.3 in Appendix D). It shows, for example, that additional years of residence in the Netherlands lowers respondents’ chances of selecting ‘can’t choose’, whilst increased public spending on the social protection of the labor force in the country of origin increased these chances.
4.4.3 Independent variables The variables unemployment benefit recipient and social assistance benefit 
recipient reflect whether a respondent is a welfare recipient. The first variable 
shows whether the respondent is an (1) unemployment benefit recipient (or has been within the last year) or (0) not, while the latter variable shows whether the respondent is a (1) social assistance recipient or (0) not.
 Taken together, educational level and household income reflect respondents’ socioeconomic status. Educational level measures the completed education level or how far one has come in the current educational program. 
Respondents were able to fill out the highest level obtained in the country of origin and in the Netherlands. To distinguish the various levels of education, we followed the ISSP’s ISCED procedures in order to convert respondents’ educational attainment to a variable measuring respondents’ overall level by 
means of the ‘International Standard Classification of Education 1997’ (ISCED97) 
classification (OECD, European Union, UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015). The household income variable indicates the monthly net household income of the respondents and is measured through 11 categories resembling the wave 2008 of the ISSP’s family income variable. For more information about the 
ISCED level classification and the exact values of the household income levels, see Table D.4 in Appendix D. The welfare group interest variables are calculated by means of 
registration data referring to national unemployment benefit and social assistance participation rates, per country of origin, in the Netherlands 
(Statistics Netherlands, 2016). We thereby anticipate that benefit recipiency among immigrants from the country of origin is more visible than the abstract 
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sum of the group’s income tax contribution and benefit take-up rates. Benefit participation rates were measured as the percentage of welfare recipients compared to the total number of people registered in the Netherlands per targeted immigrant group, with a reference date set on 31 December 2015. 
We homed in on the unemployment benefit and social assistance receipt that occurred somewhere in 2015. The percentages are calculated for people who 
are at least 18 years of age. Regarding unemployment benefit percentages, the upper limit has been set to the age of 65 years and three months, while there was no upper limit for social assistance take-up.4 To measure respondents’ sense of belonging to other immigrants from 
the country of origin, we used the survey question ‘[There are] different groups 
living in the Netherlands. How strong, would you say, is your sense of belonging 
to the people from [country of origin]?’ The answers were given on a five-point scale (1=not at all, 5=very close). Therefore, the higher the score on the sense of belonging variable, the higher the sense of belonging to the given immigrant group residing in the Netherlands.
4.4.4 Control variablesWe included the following control variables for the analyses: age, sex, partner 
in household, number of household members, years resided in the Netherlands, and welfare generosity in country of origin. Age is measured in years and ranges between 18 and 75. The gender of the respondent is coded through the dummy variable sex with men as the reference category. Measuring household composition, the dummy variable partner in household captures whether the respondent has a partner living in the household. The interval variable number 
of household members is measured on a scale from one, representing single households, up to eight. The interval variable years resided in the Netherlands is measured by the number of years resided in the Netherlands with an upper limit cut-off point of 29 years. Immigrants (1.4%) who resided in the Netherlands for at least 29 years and at most 56 years are coded as 29. By means of the welfare generosity in country of origin scale, the analyses are controlled for the respondents’ country of birth. This scale refers to the country of origin’s public investment in labor force-related social security programs and social assistance. This is measured by dividing the percentage of gross domestic product spent on these social expenditures by the labor force’s unemployment rate, following Saltkjel, Dahl and Van der Wel (2013) (Asian 
Development Bank, 2016; International Labour Office, 2016; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2016). In this way, we control for the level of need in the targeted countries and thus for the level of generosity of 
the social insurance expenditures (Luttmer & Singhal, 2011); see Table D.5 in 
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Appendix D for the calculation procedure.
4.4.5 Missing dataFor the 2383 immigrant respondents with no missing value on the dependent variables, we used a multiple imputation procedure to impute values for 14% of the respondents who had a missing value on either one of the following 
independent or control variables (Lall, 2016; Ruben, 1996).5 The descriptive statistics are shown in Tables D.6 and D.7 (Appendix D).
4.4.6 MethodFirst, bivariate analyses were applied indicating whether there were differences between various immigrant groups while a comparison with native Dutch citizens was made. Mean values of the targeted immigrant groups were included, exploring size differences regarding WS attitudes, sense of belonging 
to the target group, unemployment benefit and social assistance participation rates by country of origin.
 Second, we used the immigrant sample and applied OLS regression analyses with clustered standard errors (country of origin) to test our hypotheses. By clustering the standard errors we account for the in-group correlation to avoid incorrect retaining of our hypotheses (Cameron & Miller, 2015). In doing so, we acknowledge that immigrants are clustered into immigrant groups. We 
do realize that multilevel modelling (MLM) would be a more appropriate way to test the effect of group interest and the anticipated cross-level effect of sense of belonging. But because we lack statistical power at the group level, we cannot 
make sufficient use of MLM. However as Moulton (1990) has underlined, by 
specifying the standard error clustering in our OLS regression models we are better able to measure the effect of group interest that takes the same value for 
all immigrants within one group than with ordinary OLS regression models.  The empirical analyses contained four models measuring whether the 
self-interest, welfare group interest and sense of belonging determinants have an 
effect among immigrants. The first model included the self-interest and control 
variables and estimated the effect of personal benefit receipt and socioeconomic 
status on immigrants’ support for public spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance, thus testing the hypotheses current risk – self-interest 
hypothesis (H1) and future risk – self-interest hypothesis (H2). The second 
model additionally estimated the effect of the group’s benefit participation rates, as formulated in the welfare group interest hypothesis (H3). The third model was utilized to examine the interaction effect of sense of belonging on the self-interest and group interest determinants, testing the sense of belonging hypotheses (H4, 
H5 and H6). For the fourth and final model without clustered standard errors 
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we included the immigrant group-level indicators by means of country of origin 
dummies (instead of the in-group’s benefit participation rates) and added an interaction term of sense of belonging to the country of origin group in order to capture differences between immigrant groups. We chose Turkish immigrants as the reference group because they hold the relatively weakest socioeconomic position in our data sample (Statistics Netherlands, 2014).
4.5 Results 
4.5.1 Descriptive resultsFigure 4.2 illustrates the mean values of immigrant groups’ support for public 
spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance. The value scale goes from (1) spend much less to (5) spend much more. Immigrant groups are sorted in a descending manner; the right bar presents native Dutch citizen’s support for spending on welfare. Generally, support for the welfare state’s 
unemployment benefits and social assistance expenditure is moderate. Russian 
(2.58) immigrants prefer unemployment benefit expenditures the least, whereas Spanish (3.22) immigrants prefer extended expenditures the most. Native Dutch citizens take a position similar to Romanian and American immigrants. Japanese immigrants (2.79) prefer expenditures on social assistance the least, while Spanish (3.38) immigrants allocate more governmental spending and native Dutch citizens take a position in between Philippian and Romanian immigrants.
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Figure 4.2: Support for welfare spending by country of origin, including error bars; (1) spend much less – (5) spend 
much more. Panel A: public spending on unemployment benefits; Panel B: public spending on social assistance. Source: MIFARE 2018
Figure 4.3 presents the percentages obtained from Statistics Netherlands (2016) registration data. These represent the relative shares of welfare recipients per immigrant group in 2015. Shares are sorted in a descending manner with native Dutch citizens’ share as reference point on the right side of both panels. The 
figure is quite revealing, since evidence shows large differences between the various groups. There is a great contrast between the receipt of unemployment 
benefits among immigrants from Poland (20%) and among immigrants from Japan (1.6%), likely due to the much more often temporary job status of Polish immigrants. However, looking at social assistance recipiency, which is a more conservative measure of labor market positions, the numbers reveal that Turkish immigrants (17%) have the largest share whereas the smallest share is, again, among Japanese immigrants (0.8%).
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Figure 4.3: 
Benefit participation rates by country of origin in the Netherlands – 2015; Panel A: unemployment benefit; Panel B: social assistance. Source: MIFARE 2018
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Figure 4.4 shows the origin group’s mean values of people’s sense of belonging to the country of origin group measure. The value scale goes from (1) not at all to (5) very close. The right bar illustrates the mean value of native Dutch citizens. 
The figure shows that native Dutch citizens (4.00) have the strongest sense of belonging to their own group.6 Notwithstanding the relatively small differences between various immigrant groups, the results show that Romanian (2.83) immigrants have the weakest sense of belonging to the people from Romania residing in the Netherlands, whereas Turkish (3.73) immigrants have the strongest sense of belonging to Turkish immigrants residing in the Netherlands.
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Figure 4.4: Sense of belonging, mean values by country of origin (1) not at all – (5) very close; including error bars. 
Source: MIFARE 2018
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4.5.2 Analytical results
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 present the coefficients and standard errors (with 
significance values) of the OLS regression models (with Models 1, 2 and 3 corrected for clustering on country of origin) employed for empirical analyses 
among immigrants only. We first hypothesized about the self-interest induced determinants of immigrants’ support for public spending on welfare. We expected 
that when immigrants are themselves claimants of unemployment benefits or social assistance, they would prefer increased public spending on the welfare program concerned. The results of Model 1 (Table 4.1: b = .452, p <.01) reveal that this expectation can be supported with regard to immigrants’ preferences 
for public spending on unemployment benefits. Additional robustness analyses, 
wherein we interchanged unemployment benefit recipiency with social assistance recipiency, show that individual social assistance receipt (Appendix D, Table D.9: b = .296, p <.05) is an additional predictor of stronger support for 
spending on unemployment benefits. We did not find an effect of unemployment 
benefit recipiency on support for spending on social assistance. Hence, the current risk – self-interest hypothesis (H1) holds for immigrants’ support for 
spending on unemployment benefits only.  Results additionally show that a higher socioeconomic status as measured by means of household income (Table 4.1: b = -.029, p <.01; Table 4.2: b = -.051, p <.001) affects immigrants’ spending preferences negatively. The same association is found with regard to immigrants’ educational level on 
spending preferences regarding unemployment benefits (Table 4.1: b = -.035, p 
<.05). Thus, the future risk – self-interest hypothesis (H2) holds. 
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 Subsequently, we hypothesized that alongside welfare preferences driven by self-interest, the interests of the group would affect immigrants’ 
support for public spending on welfare as well. At first glance, the results of Model 2 in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 do not support this proposition. Subsequently, 
we conducted robustness analyses to determine whether the group’s benefit recipiency is interchangeable with regard to immigrants’ spending preferences 
on either of the benefit programs. Results show that the group’s interest in 
unemployment benefit recipiency solely affects immigrants’ support for public spending on social assistance (Appendix D, Table D.8: b = .016, p <.05). Thus, the welfare group-interest hypothesis (H3) should be partly retained.  For the sense of belonging hypotheses (H4, H5 and H6) we expected that the greater the sense of belonging to immigrants from the in-group, the 
stronger the association between the relative shares of unemployment benefit or social assistance recipients within each immigrant group and immigrants’ individual support for spending on welfare. We additionally hypothesized that when immigrants feel this stronger sense of belonging, the association between the self-interest determinants and immigrants’ support for welfare spending 
would be weaker. We cannot support this proposition by means of our findings (Model 3 in Tables 4.1 and 4.2).7 Instead, results show a moderate direct effect 
of sense of belonging on support for public spending on unemployment benefits (Table 4.1: b = .038, p <.05). On the basis of our findings, we have to refute the anticipated interaction effect of sense of belonging on the welfare interests of the individual and group (H4, H5 and H6).
 For the final model, Model 4, we examined the effect of country of origin by means of dummy variables. We also investigated whether the direct effect of sense of belonging can be found among all immigrant groups, with Turkish immigrants as the reference group. The evidence,  as shown in Table 4.1,  shows that both Philippian (b = -.307, p <.01) and Russian (b = -.396, p <.001) immigrants show lesser 
support for public spending on unemployment benefits than Turkish immigrants, while Spanish immigrants (b = .284, p <.01) show more support 
for public spending. With a 90% confidence interval, the direct effect of sense 
of belonging on support for spending on unemployment benefits is less strong for Chinese (b = -.180), Russian (b = -.147) and American (b = -.118) than for Turkish immigrants.  The results of the fourth model in Table 4.2 show a slightly different picture. We see that compared to Turkish immigrants, Japanese (b = -.291, p 
<.01) and Romanian immigrants (b = -.266, p <.01) show less support for public spending on social assistance, whereas Spanish immigrants (b = .261, p <.01) show more support for spending on the program. Results additionally show 
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that by controlling for groups by means of country of origin, instead of groups’ 
benefit participation rates, a moderate effect of sense of belonging to the in-group (b =.165, p <.05) is found. The effect of sense of belonging toward the in-group is less strong for Chinese (b = -.277, p <.01), Philippian (b = -.225, p 
<.01), Polish (b = -.175, p <.05), and Russian (b= -.169, p <.05) immigrants than 
for Turkish immigrants. The same is found, but with a 90% confidence interval, for Spanish (b = -.160) and American (b = -.171) immigrants.  We performed additional analyses (not reported) wherein we ran the self-interest preferences per immigrant group (including the control variables) to see whether the found effects of self-interest on welfare spending preferences would hold within each of the immigrant groups. Results show that the level 
of (household) income remains a significant indicator of support for public spending within most groups, whereas other factors of self-interest often showed little relevance to immigrants’ welfare spending preferences. Thus, our 
results show that among immigrants, educational level (only significant among 
Polish and Japanese immigrants) and benefit receipt (only significant among Polish, Russian and Turkish immigrants) are less relevant to immigrants’ welfare spending preferences than level of income.
4.6 Conclusions and discussion Our contribution set out to explain immigrants’ support for welfare spending and differentiated between support for public spending on unemployment 
benefits and social assistance. A major contribution of this study is that we not 
only tested the effect of self-interest among immigrants who differ significantly to the extent they rely on welfare support, but added the explanation of group interest to better understand immigrants’ welfare state attitudes. Subsequently, 
we theorized about the relevance of immigrants’ identification with their own immigrant group and empirically tested whether the effect of immigrants’ self-
interest in welfare usage or their in-group benefit shares would be affected by the extent of immigrants’ sense of belonging to their own group.  The results of this study contribute to existing knowledge on welfare state attitudes by providing a sturdy validity test for the self-interest determinants among immigrants, characterized by highly varying socioeconomic positions. The results have shown that in terms of immigrants’ self-interest in welfare usage, the level of household income seemed to be the most informative 
indicator in contrast to the less relevant effects of educational level and benefit 
recipiency, which were only of significance within a few groups. The relevance 
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of immigrants’ level of income relates to the idea that a potential future risk 
of welfare need causes immigrants to favor welfare spending more (Andreß & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2002a). That education did not turn out to have an effect 
might be considered specific to the immigrant population. Literature on migrant integration suggests that immigrants with higher educational levels accept 
jobs below their level or face discrimination and have difficulties obtaining 
higher status jobs (e.g. Zorlu, 2013); thus the highest obtained educational level of immigrants may not represent their actual socioeconomic vulnerability properly.
 Initially, we did not find support for the anticipated effect of group interest. Yet our robustness analyses showed that the immigrant group’s 
relative unemployment benefit shares affect immigrant support for spending on social assistance, which may be interpreted as an expression of solidarity with the welfare interests of the immigrant group (aside from the in-group 
benefit participation rates) (Kiewiet & Lewis-Beck, 2011). On the other hand, 
the effect of the in-group shares of unemployment benefit recipiency can be interpreted as an indirect self-interest effect. Although we accounted for the self-interest explanation by level of household income, obtained education and 
individual benefit take-up, high unemployment benefit participation rates may also indicate an increased risk of possible personal job loss in the near future 
(Bobo & Klueger, 1993). The lack of clear evidence for the effect of the in-group’s unemployment 
benefit shares on support for spending on unemployment benefits may suggest that the interests of the group matter most with regard to the more contested welfare programs. Social assistance is a means-tested program and it is thus easier to associate this program with stigmatization or a loss of self-respect 
than a contribution-based program, such as unemployment benefits (Blomberg et al., 2012; Van Oorschot & Schell, 1989).  A puzzle we are left with is that immigrants’ sense of belonging to their own group is positively associated with support for welfare spending, but that this sense of belonging did not moderate the self- or group-interest explanations of support for welfare spending. At the same time, our results revealed that the direct effect of sense of belonging to the in-group matters most among Turkish immigrants, but much less so for most of the other immigrant groups. Since Turkish immigrants turned out to be the most vulnerable immigrant group in socioeconomic terms in our sample (Statistics Netherlands, 2014), there might 
be a threshold level of vulnerability (and in-group shares of benefit reliance) for immigrants to perceive it being in their group interest to prefer more welfare spending. 
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 Within this contribution, we have also taken the welfare generosity of the countries of origin into account, but it was not relevant in explaining welfare spending preferences. However origin group differences remained substantial. We suggest that not only the country of origin’s actual welfare generosity could play a role, but that public opinion on the role of the state in providing welfare to its citizens in the country of origin is perhaps more relevant. We additionally found that extended period of residence decreases the chance that immigrants could not answer questions about their spending preferences (robustness analyses). Hence, we can theorize that upon arrival a clear opinion about the state’s welfare spending is not yet formed or, otherwise, that immigrants are less critical towards their host country’s government (Maxwell, 2010). This 
study’s combined findings raise questions for future research about the effect 
of state socialization (Larsen, 2008; Svallfors, 2012) and whether immigrants’ 
general knowledge about welfare programs influences their welfare spending preferences.  In sum, the results presented in this contribution provide new insights with regard to immigrants’ support for welfare spending. We found that, next to the effect of level of income, immigrants’ in-group shares of unemployment 
benefit recipiency and immigrants’ sense of belonging to their own group affect 
immigrants’ individual support for welfare spending. Whether these findings are rooted in a sense of solidarity with the societal interests of the immigrant group in question or the result of an indirect self-interest deserves further scholarly attention.
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Notes 
1. For more information in English about claiming social security benefits and the effect it may 
have on immigrants’ residence permits, see the following link: www.expatica.com/nl/about/
Dutch-social-security-system-explained_100578.html
2. Or immigrants from the former Soviet Union who were located in the current Russian Federation 
Territories.
3. By means of a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) controlling for measurement errors, the 
results showed that the theoretical concept of labour market public expenditure preferences as 
one scale was not reflected by these two items (RMSEA .552; 90% C.I .521-.584).
4. The lower and upper limits were set with reference to legal entitlement to work-related benefits 
and social assistance. This resulted in a better representation of the welfare dependency of 
various immigrant groups.
5. To facilitate accuracy of the multiple imputation procedure, the following additional variables 
from the MIFARE dataset were included: country of origin, sense of belonging among native 
Dutch citizens and migrants in general living in the Netherlands, Dutch language proficiency 
and whether respondents were economically active in the labour market.
6. For the sake of robustness analyses, T-tests were applied and showed that the various immigrant 
groups’ mean values differ significantly compared to the mean value of the native Dutch citizen 
sample.
7. Additional robustness analyses did not present significant effects while introducing the 
interaction effects one by one.
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5.1 IntroductionThe legitimacy of the European welfare states depends on the support of their citizens; therefore, much of the research into welfare states has focused on 
their level of support from the general public (e.g. Andreß & Heien, 2001; Bean 
& Papadakis, 1998; Gelissen, 2002; Jæger, 2006; Newman & Vickrey, 2017). Surprisingly, while most European populations have become increasingly 
diversified through immigration (Castles, Miller & Ammendola, 2003), little is known about the perspectives of immigrants regarding welfare spending 
(Renema & Lubbers, 2018b; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2015; Seibel & Hedegaard, 2017).  Previous research has mostly focused on the general public’s support for the inclusion of immigrants within welfare programs. A popular account, rooted in the welfare state magnet hypothesis, is that immigrants would be highly supportive of welfare spending since they would be among the groups most 
likely to profit from welfare assistance and, thus, would select their destination 
country based on the generosity of the welfare state (e.g. Blomberg, Kallio, 
Kangas, Kroll & Niemelä, 2012; Razin & Wahba, 2015). The true extent to which immigrants support public spending on welfare is still unknown however, as are their perceptions of their access to welfare. This study sheds light on immigrant perspectives and preferences by using survey data (MIFARE) on ten different immigrant groups who highly differ in their reliance on social welfare in the Netherlands, highlighting the circumstances in which immigrants support welfare spending.
 The few previous studies on the influence of an immigrant status on the general support for welfare programs within a population have focused mainly on explanations of interest. In line with this idea of ‘self-interest’, it has 
been demonstrated that people who already benefit from welfare support or who will be in need of welfare in the near future are more likely to endorse 
public spending on welfare than people those in a more financially secure 
position (e.g. Heath, Rothon & Kilpi, 2008; Gelissen, 2002b; Jӕger, 2006). This 
has been extended to the idea of an immigrant-specific ‘group-interest’, which hypothesizes that immigrants belonging groups with a stronger reliance on 
benefits are more likely to support public spending on welfare, irrespective of 
their individual self-interests (Luttmer, 2001).  We propose that immigrants’ support for welfare spending is not only affected by the welfare needs of the individual or group, but also by their perception of their access to welfare. Compared with native residents, immigrants often face more institutional restrictions on their access to welfare based on their length of residence or previous economic activity in their 
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receiving country (Hooijer & Picot, 2015). Thus, immigrants might assume they will never have the same rights as native citizens, or that they will only be awarded full rights after they become a Dutch citizen, having worked or resided in the Netherlands for an extended period of time. The perceptions of their access can vary from no access to unconditional access, which are an indication of whether immigrants consider themselves to fall within the potential target 
group of the welfare benefit programs in the receiving country; which may affect their support for welfare spending (Pierson, 1996). Such perceptions might be more relevant in explaining the attitudes and behaviors of immigrants towards welfare spending than the factual situation, which is likely to be unknown to them (Merton, 1995; Thomas & Thomas, 1928).  Therefore, we will focus on immigrants’ perceived welfare access. In addition, we will broaden the theoretical scope by also examining immigrants’ 
preferred welfare access, determining the level of welfare to which immigrants think that they hould have access. Our research question reads: To what extent 
can immigrants’ support for public spending on welfare programs be explained by 
their perceptions of, and preferences for, their group’s access to these programs?  We will focus on the support of immigrants for public spending on 
social assistance and unemployment benefits in the Netherlands. Previous research has shown that support for these programs is often more contested 
than support for more universal programs (Larsen, 2008); providing us with the opportunity to better explain differences between immigrants. For the analyses, we used unique survey data: ‘Migrants’ Attitudes toward the Welfare State’ (MIFARE) (Bekhuis, Fage Hedegaard, Seibel, Degen & Renema, 2018), 
containing data specifically collected to assess the attitudes of immigrants to the welfare state and their expectations of, and preferences for, the welfare eligibility of their group. Data were collected from 10 immigrant groups residing in the Netherlands, from EU and non-EU countries, who differ strongly in their 
overall reliance on welfare benefits and services. 
 
5.2 The Dutch Context 
First, we will give a short outline of the Dutch unemployment benefit and social assistance, and discuss the institutional access of immigrants.
5.2.1 Unemployment benefit Individuals who are employed by a Dutch employer are insured for future unemployment through the Unemployment Act (Wet Werkloosheid; WW). The 
WW is a contribution-based program, for which an individual’s entitlement 
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is linked to their employment history in the Netherlands. The duration of an 
individuals’ receipt of unemployment benefit depends on their total number of years of employment in the Netherlands; one year of labor results in one month of WW allowance, with a minimum of three months and a maximum of 28 months of support. Immigrants and natives have the same right to WW, but the possibilities to receive the allowance while residing abroad are limited; 
therefore, the receipt of unemployment benefit is restricted to the right of residence. 
5.2.2 Social assistanceThe social assistance program (Bijstand) in the Netherlands is a means-tested program under the Participation Act (Participatiewet), which provides a minimum income for those who cannot support themselves by their own means or through other welfare programs. Immigrants who wish to claim social assistance may see that their temporary residence permit is not prolonged if 
they have lived in the Netherlands for less than five years (Vreemdelingenwet 2000, 2017); but, this non-extension is not necessarily implemented in all cases (aspects such as time of residence in relation to economically active months 
during that residency may alter the decision). After five years of official residence in the Netherlands, regardless of performed employment, the possibility of this 
non-extension lapses; thus, after five years of official residency, immigrants are granted the same rights to receive social assistance as native Dutch citizens.
 
5.3 Theory and hypotheses
5.3.1 Perceived welfare access effectPrevious work has referred to how perceptions of welfare usage, or perceptions 
of who is deserving of access to welfare, influences people’s political attitudes and their support for the welfare state (e.g. Petersen, Slothuus, Stubager & Togeby, 2010; Van Oorschot, 2010); these perceptions partly depend on the knowledge that people have about how to access welfare. As Thomas and Thomas (1928, p. 572) wrote: “if men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences”; hence, we propose that the perceptions of immigrants regarding the access 
of their immigrant group to benefits is of greater importance than the factual situation. This is a phenomenon we coined as perceived welfare access.  We expect that immigrants who are under the impression that their 
group has no (or little) access to the host country’s benefit programs due to their immigrant status are likely to be weaker supporters of public spending on 
these benefits, since it would not be in their best interest to support a program 
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that excludes them as recipients (Pierson, 1996). Hence, we can assume that the less welfare access immigrants perceive, the weaker their support for public spending on the considered. By contrast, immigrants who perceive a more generous eligibility for welfare that includes their group as potential recipients will presumably be greater endorsers of governments spending on the matter; 
since they would be more likely to think that the benefit program is not solely drafted for the native population, and that they themselves have access as well 
(Pierson, 1996). We formulate the first hypothesis: perceiving more group’s 
access to benefit programs is associated with stronger support for public spending 
on these programs (H1).
5.3.2 Perceived welfare access self-interest and group-interest interaction effectWe suggest that the relationship between immigrants’ perceptions of welfare access and their support for spending on welfare is affected by both self-interest and group-interest. The self-interest explanation stools on the assumption that people support spending on public distributional programs as long as 
they themselves benefit from them (e.g. Heath et al., 2008; Gelissen, 2002b; Jӕger, 2006). Studies have show that immigrants who already benefit from welfare support (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2015) or who will be in need of welfare in the near future, as measured by their 
socioeconomic status (Renema & Lubbers, 2018b), are more likely to endorse 
higher governmental spending than immigrants who have a more financially secure position.  Research has also shown that individual members of a societal group 
show greater support for welfare spending if members of their group benefit 
from the welfare programs (Breznau & Eger, 2016; Luttmer, 2001). In his study, 
Luttmer (2001) emphasizes the importance of this mechanism by showing that, 
when the benefit participation rate (the relative share of benefit recipients) of an ethnic group rises, the individual members of that group show a greater support for public spending on that particular welfare program. This effect could also be interpreted as the transcendence of the self-interest from a micro-level to a group-interest on a meso-level.  We assumed that immigrants who perceive no or a conditional access 
to a benefit program would be weaker supporters of public spending on these 
benefits. Combining this proposed mechanism with the ideas of self-interest and group-interest, we can anticipate that perceptions about access would be more strongly related to support for welfare spending in individuals for whom there is something at stake: those who more strongly rely on welfare usage or whose group has a greater interest in welfare. These immigrants are more likely to perceive a higher risk of welfare usage and, as such, are likely to be 
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more eager to secure their (or their group’s) position (Blomberg et al., 2012). We therefore propose that the effect of perceived welfare access is greater for immigrants who have a higher need for welfare than for immigrants who do not have an (economic) interest in the welfare state. Thus, we formulate our second (conditional) hypothesis: the higher the self-interest (H2a) or the group-interest (H2b) in the benefit program, the stronger the association between perceived 
welfare access and support for public spending on these programs.  
5.3.3 Preferred welfare access effect: deprived and critical stancesWe propose to extend the theoretical framework for immigrants’ support for 
public spending on benefits to not only include their welfare access perceptions, but also their preferences for such access. The welfare access preferences 
of immigrants are defined as their opinions on when, after migration, their group should have access to welfare programs. Derived from the discussions in the literature regarding the justice of the overall distribution of welfare, for example as highlighted by Roemer (1996), we expect that immigrants’ support for welfare spending in their receiving country is partly affected by their beliefs about how much access their group should have. Since the aim of the welfare state is to provide all of its residents with either equal opportunities or equal outcomes (Fleischaker, 2004; Roosma, Gelissen & Van Oorschot, 2013), achieved by the redistributing of income, services, and support through its institutions. When a discrepancy exists between the perceptions of, and preferences for, the group’s access to welfare, immigrants’ support for public spending on welfare is likely to be affected. Therefore, we suggest that the perceptions of immigrants regarding their perceived welfare access should be explored in relation to their preferred welfare access.  First, we anticipate that immigrants who perceive less welfare access for their group, while preferring a more generous access instead, will show weaker support for public spending on welfare. It is likely that these immigrants are 
under the impression that their group cannot be a part of the benefit policy’s target group in the way they would prefer (Pierson, 1996). This discrepancy is apt to cause dystopic feelings of relative deprivation among immigrants (Collins, 1996); which is probable to result in immigrants’ lesser support for public 
spending on the considered benefit. Since they would expect that the investment of increased spending (through increased taxation) will not be allocated to 
them or their group, making them unlikely to benefit from the investment. We term this discrepancy as welfare access deprivation. We formulate our third hypothesis: immigrants with welfare access deprivation show weaker support for 
public spending on benefits than immigrants without welfare access deprivation (H3). 
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 Second, we anticipate that immigrants who perceive greater access to welfare for their group, while preferring a less generous access instead, will show weaker support for public spending on welfare. When immigrants prefer less access than they perceive, they would be likely to consider the welfare system to be overused by their own group. Roosma, Van Oorschot and Gelissen (2016) refer to this concept of welfare overuse as one of the aspects involved in the perceptions of targeting or mis-targeting of target groups of the considered 
benefit programs.1 While preferring less access to welfare for the group can also result from a critical opinion of a large government (Jacoby, 1994), we anticipate that immigrants who prefer less welfare access for their group are particularly 
critical of the benefit usage by their own group. We refer to this discrepancy as critical about welfare access. We formulate our last hypothesis: immigrants 
with a critical stance toward their group’s welfare access show weaker support 
for public spending on welfare than immigrants without this critical stance (H4).
5.4 Data and methods
 
5.4.1 DataFor our statistical analyses we used the “Migrants’ Welfare State Attitudes” (MIFARE) survey, which was collected in 2015 among immigrants residing in 
the Netherlands from ten countries of origin: China (excluding Hong Kong), Great Britain, Japan, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Russia, Spain, Turkey, and the United States (Bekhuis et al., 2018). The immigrant groups vary substantively in  their overall need for social welfare, enabling a comparison between groups of different societal and economic positions. For the sampling procedure, net samples between 1000 and 1100 immigrants from each group were drawn from the Dutch population register. Immigrants had to meet the following two requirements: (1) they had to be older than 15 years when they migrated from their country of origin and (2) they had to be at least 18 years old (and not above 
75 years) during the survey collection in 2015. The respondents could fill-out 
the survey (online or offline) in the language spoken in the receiving country or their native tongue; reducing non-response. Compared to the other groups, the Turkish response rate was the lowest (22%), whilst the highest response was among Russian immigrants (47%). The other immigrant groups had response rates between 30% and 42%. A total sample size of 3,245 was reached: China (307), Great Britain (269), Japan (295), Philippines (385), Poland (353), Romania (357), Russia (475), Spain (341), Turkey (212), and the United States (251). More detailed information about the data collection and response rates can be found in the methodological report (Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard, 2018).
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5.4.2 Dependent variablesOur dependent variables were measured using the following two battery questions: “Listed below are various areas of government spending in the 
Netherlands. [Would you] like to see more or less government spending. 
Remember that if you say “much more”, it might require a tax increase to pay 
for it (a) unemployment benefits, and (b) social assistance”. Exact wording for measuring respondents’ support for spending on welfare (or also known as government spending preferences) have been used for the International Social Survey Programme’s (ISSP) questionnaires.  The answer categories range from (1) spend much less to (5) spend much more and at the same time the option “can’t choose” was given as well. Support for public spending on unemployment 
benefits has a mean value of 2.87 (SD=0.92), whilst support for public spending 
on social assistance has a mean value of 3.08 (SD=0.94). The dependent variable items correlate moderately: r(277) = .54, p <.001. Therefore, we decided that immigrants’ support for public spending on welfare should be measured two-
fold instead of taken the items together as one concept. Respondents who filled-out the “can’t choose” option were excluded from the analyses, which summed up to a quarter of the respondents. The results of our analyses to examine who 
filled out the “can’t choose” option are found in Table E.5 in Appendix E. 
5.4.3 Perceived welfare access effectTo examine the role of perceived welfare access, the following two variables were used: perceived access to unemployment benefits and perceived access to 
social assistance. Respondents answered the following survey question: “At 
which point after arrival do migrants from [country of origin] have the same 
rights as natives in the Netherlands to (a) receive unemployment benefits, (b) 
social assistance, from the Netherlands?” The respondents were able to fill-out 
the following five answer categories: “(I) they will never get the same rights, (II) 
once they have become a Dutch citizen, (III) only after have worked and paid taxes 
and insurances for an extended period of time, (IV) after residing for an extended 
period of time, whether or not they have worked, and (V) after registering as a 
resident”. These variables measure immigrants’ perceptions of their group’s 
access on a five-point scale from (1) no access (never) to (5) immediate access (unconditional). Perceived access to unemployment benefits has a mean value of 3.16 (SD=0.86), whereas perceived access to social assistance has a mean value of 3.58 (SD=1.12).
5.4.4 Preferred welfare access effect: deprived and critical stancesTo measure the preferred welfare access effect, we examined the discrepancies between immigrants’ perceptions of, and preferences for, the the welfare access 
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of the group. Therefore, we used both the perceived access variables (described earlier) and related these to the preferred access to welfare. For the latter we used the following survey question: “At which point after arrival should migrants 
from [country of origin] have the same rights as natives in the Netherlands to (a) receive unemployment benefits, (b) social assistance, from the Netherlands?”. 
The answers were given on the same five-point scale as the perceived welfare access survey question: “(I) they will never get the same rights, (II) once they 
have become a Dutch citizen, (III) only after have worked and paid taxes and 
insurances for an extended period of time, (IV) after residing for an extended 
period of time, whether or not they have worked, and (V) after registering as 
a resident”. Therefore, the higher the score, the higher the level of preferred group’s access to welfare, ranging from no access to immediate access. To measure the two hypothesized discrepancies between the perceived welfare access and preferred welfare access, we coded the following two variables 
perceived-preferred unemployment benefit discrepancy and perceived-preferred 
social assistance discrepancy containing the following categories: (0) perceived and preferred welfare access are aligned, (1) deprived access to unemployment 
benefit or social assistance, and (2) critical toward access to unemployment 
benefit or social assistance. Respondents who filled-out that they perceive that 
their group has less access to the respective benefit, while preferring more access, are coded as (1) deprived access to (a) unemployment benefits (14%) and (b) social assistance (18%) with (0) perceived and preferred access aligned as 
the reference category. Respondents who filled-out that they perceive that their 
group has more access to the respective benefit, while preferring less access, were coded as (2) critical toward (a) unemployment benefits (10%) and (b) 
social assistance (14%); with (0) perceived and preferred access aligned as the reference category. 
5.4.5 Perceived welfare access interaction effectsTo examine the interaction between perceived welfare access and the self-interest and group-interest we measured immigrants’ self-interest through 
educational level, household income, and individual unemployment benefit and 
social assistance receipt. The welfare group-interest was determined by means of the group’s national unemployment benefit participation rates and social 
assistance participation rates.  Educational level was measured as the highest educational level obtained by the respondent in the country of origin or the Netherlands. We converted this measurement to a scale between 0 and 6 (x̅=4.31), according 
to the “International Standard Classification of Education 1997” classification (ISCED97) (OECD, European Union, UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015). 
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The variable household income indicates respondents’ self-reported monthly net household income and was measured through 11 categories (x̅=6.99) resembling the wave 2008 of the ISSP’s family income variable. In Appendix E, Table E.6, the exact coding of the values of educational level and household are presented. Personal welfare usage was captured by means of two variables: 
unemployment benefit recipient and social assistance recipient. The respondents 
answered for several listed benefits (such as occupational disabilities benefits, 
unemployment benefits, and social assistance) whether they had received these within the last year. Respondents who answered ‘yes’ for the unemployment 
benefits or social assistance were coded as (1) for the unemployment benefit 
recipient (10%) or social assistance recipient (6%) respectively. Respondents who answered ‘no’ were coded as the reference category (0).  The unemployment benefit participation rates and social assistance 
participation rates denote the benefit shares of each group in the Netherlands, which were calculated using the Dutch Statistics’ registration data, as set on 
31 December 2015 (Statistics Netherlands, 2016). The benefit participation 
rates were measured as the percentage of benefit recipients in relation to the total amount of people registered in the Netherlands per targeted immigrant group. The percentages are calculated for people who are at least at the age of 18 years. For the unemployment benefit participation rates the upper limit has been set to the age of 65 years and three months, whilst there was no upper limit for the social assistance participation rates. The lower and upper limits 
were set with reference to the legal entitlement of the unemployment benefits 
and social assistance. The benefit participation rates (x̅ unemployment benefit participation rates=6.27 and x̅ social assistance participation rates=5.02) are presented (with the percentages of native Dutch for comparison reasons) in Figure E.1 in Appendix E (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b).
5.4.6 Control variablesThe analyses performed controlled for age, length of residency, sex, having a partner in household, household pressure by amount of members in the household, and welfare generosity in country of origin. Age was measured in years and ranges between the age of 18 and 75 (x̅=38.10). Interval variable 
years resided in the Netherlands was measured as the number of years the respondent had resided in the Netherlands (x̅=8.58) with an upper limit cut-off point of 30 years to avoid outlier effects. Immigrants who resided in the Netherlands for at least 30 years and at most 56 years were coded as 30 (1.1%). The sex of the respondent was coded by means of a dummy variable sex with the value female set as (1) and men as the reference category (0). The percentage 
Chapter 5
128
of females (68%) seems relatively high; however, the high number of females 
does correspond to the official statistics of our sampled groups (Bekhuis & Fage Hedegaard, 2018). To measure household composition, the dummy variable partner in 
household captured whether the respondent has (1) a partner living in the household (66%) or not (reference category, 0). The interval variable number 
of household members was measured on a scale from one, reflecting single households, to eight (x̅=2.48). Through the welfare generosity in country of 
origin scale, we controlled for the state socialization effect. This scale captures the percentage of the gross domestic product spent on the labor force related social security programs and social assistance in the country of origin. These expenditures were divided by the countries’ unemployment rates; following the method outlined by Saltkjel, Dahl and Van der Wel (2013) (Asian Development 
Bank, 2016; International Labour Office, 2014; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2016). This welfare expenditure measurement controls for the level of need in the targeted countries and thus for the level 
of generosity in the social insurance expenses (Luttmer & Singhal, 2011). See Table E.7 in Appendix E for the distribution (x̅=.41).
5.4.7 Missing dataFor the 2383 immigrant respondents with no missing value on the dependent variables (78%), we used a multiple imputation procedure to impute values for at most 11% of the respondents who had one missing value on either one of the following independent or control variables2 (Lall, 2016; Ruben, 1996). The descriptive statistics (after imputation) are show in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1: Descriptive Statistics after Multiple Imputation.
Range
Variables     M         SE Min Max 
Dependent variables
   Support for public spending on unemployment benefit 1
   Support for public spending on social assistance 1
Perceived welfare access
   Perceived access to unemployment benefits1 
   Perceived access to social assistance 1
Perceived and preferred access discrepancies (ref. aligned)
   Deprived access to unemployment benefits
   Critical toward access to unemployment benefits 
   Deprived access to social assistance 
   Critical toward access to social assistance 
Self-interest
   Educational level1 (ISCED-97)
   Household income1
   Unemployment benefit recipient (ref. no recipient)
   Social assistance recipient (ref. no recipient)
Welfare group-interest
   Unemployment benefit participation rate 1
   Social assistance participation rate 1
Control variables
   Age1
   Years resided in the Netherlands1
   Female (ref.cat male)
   Amount of household members1
   Partner in household (ref.cat. no partner)
   Welfare generosity1 (% of GDP)
2.87
3.08
3.16
3.58
0.14
0.10
0.18
0.14
4.31
6.99
0.10
0.06
6.27
5.02
38.10
8.58
0.68
2.48
0.66
0.41
0.92
0.94
0.86
1.12
0.34
0.30
0.38
0.35
1.31
2.83
0.29
0.24
5.24
3.88
10.55
6.91
0.47
1.28
0.48
0.22
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1.6
0.8
18
0
0
1
0
0.02
5
5
5
5
1
1
1
1
6
11
1
1
20
17
75
30
1
8
1
0.74
n = 2383
Note: 1variable is not mean-centred; statistics after multiple imputation in STATA and pooled results after Rubin’s rules.
Source: MIFARE 2018
5.4.8 MethodOur empirical analyses consisted out of two parts. First, we explored the 
differences between immigrant groups; as they varied significantly in their 
reliance on benefits (Statistics Netherlands, 2016b). For every immigrant group we calculated the mean value of both dependent variables and the perceived 
group’s access to unemployment benefits and social assistance. We additionally tested whether the grand means between the immigrants groups’ dependent 
variables varied substantially by means of F-tests of overall significance. Thereafter, the number of immigrants within each group with deprived or 
critical stances regarding their group’s access to both benefits were also 
calculated. Second, to test our hypotheses, we applied OLS regression analyses with clustered standard errors (by country of origin) to assess the support for 
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public spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance. With regard to our model building, all models were built to account for the effects of self-interest, the welfare group-interest, and the remaining control variables. The 
first model tested whether the expected effect of perceived welfare access is 
significant (H1). The second model contained the same components, but adds the expected interaction effects of self-interest and group-interest (H2) on perceived welfare access. For the third model, the expected discrepancy effects between perceived and preferred welfare access, the deprived and critical stances, were added (H3, H4). 
Table 5.2: Descriptive Statistics, by Country of Origin.
Unemployment Benefit Measurements Social Assistance Measurements
Country of origin
Mean 
value 
Support 
for 
public 
spending
Mean 
value 
perceived 
access
%
deprived 
access
%
critical 
toward 
access 
Mean 
value 
Support 
for public 
spending
Mean 
value 
perceived 
acces
%
deprived 
access
% 
critical 
toward 
access
China
Japan
Philippines 
Poland
Romania 
Russia
Spain
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
2.76
2.81
2.67
3.11
2.91
2.58
3.22
3.13
2.81
2.90
3.20
3.01
3.04
3.30
3.10
2.98
3.25
3.60
3.36
3.01
16.86
14.95
13.19
  9.44
11.88
18.02
11.39
15.06
10.83
13.84
16.86
14.95
13.19
  9.60
11.88
18.02
11.39
15.06
10.83
13.84
3.11
2.79
2.95
3.40
2.88
3.00
3.39
3.25
3.07
3.10
3.88
3.30
3.56
3.72
3.43
3.66
3.63
3.88
3.50
3.16
13.72
20.25
13.48
17.02
17.42
18.84
22.12
18.84
17.17
20.00
10.18
12.75
11.74
15.93
14.12
16.01
10.79
15.55
22.17
13.72
n = 2383Source: MIFARE 2018
5.5 Results
5.5.1 Country of origin differencesTable 5.2 shows the immigrant groups’ mean values of the dependent variables 
and their perceived group’s access to unemployment benefits and social assistance. Table 5.2 also provides the percentages of immigrants with deprived 
and critical stances toward their group’s access to both benefits. 
 Let us first discuss the group’s differences with regard to the 
unemployment benefit measurements. Russian immigrants (2.58) showed the 
weakest support for public spending on unemployment benefits, while Spanish 
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immigrants (3.22) showed the strongest support. Determined by F-tests of 
overall significance, the differences between the groups’ grand mean values of 
this support were statistically significant: F(9, 2373) = 13.30, p<.001). Homing 
in on the mean values in terms of perceived access to unemployment benefits, the results revealed that Russian immigrants perceived the least access for their group (2.98), while Turkish immigrants perceived the most access for their group (3.60).
 Immigrants from both Poland (9%) and the United Kingdom (11%) 
were least likely to consider their group’s access to unemployment benefits to be deprived; while the highest percentages were found among Russian (18%) and Chinese (17%) immigrants. We further see that Japanese (6%) and Spanish (6%) immigrants were least likely to have a critical stance regarding their 
group’s access to unemployment benefits, while immigrants from the Russian 
Federation (14%) and the United Kingdom (15%) were the most likely.  With regard to social assistance, Japanese immigrants (2.79) showed the weakest support for public spending on social assistance, while Spanish immigrants (3.39) showed the strongest support. The differences between the groups’ grand mean values of support for public spending on social assistance 
were statistically significant: F(9, 2373)=11.28, p<.001). The mean values of perceived access to social assistance showed that immigrants from the United States (3.16) perceived the least group’s access to social assistance, while Chinese and Turkish immigrants (3.88) perceived the most access. Results further showed that immigrants from the Philippines (13%) and China (14%) had the smallest percentage of immigrants who considered their group’s access to social assistance as deprived, while the highest percentages were found among immigrants from Spain (22%), Japan and the United States 
(20%). Lastly, immigrant groups from China (10%) and Spain (11%) had the lowest numbers of individuals with a critical stance toward their group’s access 
to social assistance, whereas, again, immigrants from the United Kingdom (22%) and Russia (16%) were most likely to have critical opinions. In conclusion, we 
can see significant differences between immigrant groups in their perceived 
access to, preferences for, and support for unemployment benefits and social assistance. We will now examine the extent to which support can be explained by perceptions and preferences among immigrants in general. 
5.5.2 Analytical results
Tables 5.3 and 5.4 present the results of the OLS regression models of the two dependent variables using clustered standard errors, ordered by country 
of origin. The use of the first model revealed that immigrants were more 
supportive of public spending on unemployment benefits (b = 0.10, p < 0.05) 
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and social assistance (b = 0.08, p < 0.05) when they perceived their group to have higher levels of access to welfare, in line with Hypothesis 1.3 Subsequently, we expected that a higher level of self-interest and group-interest would affect 
the association between perceived access to a particular benefit and their support for public spending on the program. 
Table 5.3: OLS Regression “Support for Public Spending on Unemployment Benefits” with (Country 
of Origin) Clustered Standard Errors.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
b  (SE) b  (SE) b  (SE)
Perceived welfare access
    Perceived access to unemployment benefit1
Perceived welfare access interactions
    Perceived access1 * educational level1 
    Perceived access1 * household income1
    Perceived access1 * unemployment benefit recipient
    Perceived access1 * unemployment benefit participation rate1
Preferred welfare access (ref. aligned with perceived welfare access)
    Deprived access to unemployment benefits
    Critical toward access to unemployment benefits
Control
    Educational level1
    Household income1
    Unemployment benefit recipient
    Unemployment benefit participation rate1
    Age1
    Years resided in the Netherlands1
    Female (ref. male)
    Amount of household members1
    Partner in household (ref. no partner)
    Welfare generosity1 (% of GDP)
Intercept
0.10
-0.03
-0.03
0.41
0.01
0.00
-0.00
-0.05
-0.03
0.03
-0.05
2.81
( 0.04 ) *
( 0.02 ) ~
( 0.01 ) *
( 0.12 ) *
( 0.01 ) ~
( 0.00 )
( 0.00 )
( 0.04 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.03 )
( 0.23 )
( 0.08 ) ***
0.07
0.02
-0.02
0.15
-0.00
-0.04
-0.02
0.34
0.01
0.00
-0.00
-0.05
-0.03
0.03
-0.04
2.82
( 0.04 )
( 0.03 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.06 ) ~
( 0.01 )
( 0.01 ) *
( 0.01 ) *
( 0.13 ) *
( 0.01 ) ~
( 0.00 )
( 0.00 )
( 0.04 )
( 0.01 ) ~
( 0.03 )
( 0.23 )
( 0.08 ) ***
0.15
0.02
-0.01
0.12
-0.00
0.17
-0.40
-0.04
-0.02
0.34
0.01
0.00
-0.00
-0.04
-0.03
0.04
-0.04
2.803
( 0.04 ) ***
( 0.02 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.06 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.06 ) *
( 0.06 ) ***
( 0.01 ) *
( 0.01 ) *
( 0.13 ) *
( 0.00 ) *
( 0.00 )
( 0.00 )
( 0.04 )
( 0.01 ) ~
( 0.02 )
( 0.21 )
( 0.07 ) ***
Variance explained by the model (Adj.R2) 5.35% 5.64% 7.36%
n = 2383
Notes: 1variable is mean-centered ; ~p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p< .001.    Source: MIFARE 2018
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Table 5.4: OLS Regression “Support for Public spending on Social assistance” with (Country of 
Origin) Clustered Standard Errors.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
b  (SE) b  (SE) b  (SE)
Perceived welfare access
    Perceived access to social assistance1
Perceived welfare access interactions
    Perceived access1 * educational level1 
    Perceived access1 * household income1
    Perceived access1 * social assistance recipient
    Perceived access1 * social assistance participation rate1
Preferred welfare access (ref. aligned with perceived welfare access)
    Deprived access to social assistance
    Critical toward access to social assistance
Control
    Educational level1
    Household income
    Social assistance recipient
    Social assistance participation rate1
    Age1
    Years resided in the Netherlands1
    Female (ref. male)
    Amount of household members1
    Partner in household (ref. no partner)
    Welfare generosity1 (% of GDP)
Intercept
0.08
-0.03
-0.05
0.14
0.00
-0.00
-0.01
-0.07
-0.02
-0.05
0.09
3.11
( 0.03 ) *
( 0.02 )
( 0.01 ) ***
( 0.11 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.00 )
( 0.00 ) ~
( 0.04 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.05 )
( 0.16 )
( 0.08 ) ***
0.08
-0.00
-0.01
-0.07
0.01
-0.03
-0.09
 0.20
-0.01
-0.00
-0.01
-0.07
-0.02
-0.04
0.09
3.10
( 0.03 ) *
( 0.01 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.07 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.02 )
( 0.01 ) ***
( 0.08 ) ~
( 0.01 )
( 0.00 )
( 0.00 ) ~
( 0.04 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.06 )
( 0.15 )
( 0.08 ) ***
0.13
-0.00
-0.00
-0.08
0.01
0.16
-0.24
-0.03
-0.05
0.20
-0.01
-0.00
-0.01
-0.07
-0.02
-0.04
0.09
3.08
( 0.03 ) **
( 0.01 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.07 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.06 ) *
( 0.06 ) **
( 0.02 )
( 0.01 ) ***
( 0.09 ) ~
( 0.01 )
( 0.00 ) ~
( 0.00 )
( 0.04 )
( 0.01 )
( 0.05 )
( 0.15 )
( 0.08 ) ***
Variance explained by the model (Adj.R2) 5.24% 5.38% 6.39%
n = 2383
Notes: 1variable is mean-centered ; ~p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p< .001.    Source: MIFARE 2018The results of the second model in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 do not indicate any 
interaction effects of self-interest or group-interest above a 90% confidence interval. We conducted additional robustness analyses by introducing the interaction effects one by one. Here, we found that the positive effect of 
perceived access to unemployment benefits and support for public spending 
on the concerning program was stronger for immigrants who were benefit recipients (b = 0.16, p<0.05) than those who were not. Thus, Hypothesis 2 is only partly supported. The results of model 3 presented in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 reveal clear 
significant effects regarding the relationship between perceived and preferred 
access to the benefit programs. First, migrants with deprived welfare access, 
that is immigrants who perceived less group’s access to a benefit than they actually preferred, showed a moderately stronger support for public spending 
on unemployment benefits (b = 0.17, p<0.05) and social assistance (b = 0.16, 
p<0.05). In contrast to Hypothesis 3, the direction of this effect is not in the anticipated negative direction. With respect to the effect of a critical stance, we found that immigrants who perceived more group’s access than they would 
prefer, showed a weaker support for public spending on unemployment benefits (b = -0.40, p<0.001) and social assistance (b = -0.24, p<0.01). This result lends 
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support for our prediction that immigrants may hold critical stances towards 
their own group with regard to their benefit usage. Taken together, we reject Hypothesis 3, whilst Hypothesis 4 holds.  Finally, as can be seen from Tables 5.3 and 5.4, immigrants with a higher net household incomes showed less support for public spending on both 
unemployment benefits (b = -0.02, p<0.05) and social assistance (b = -0.05, 
p<0.001). Results further showed that immigrants’ obtained level of educational (b = -0.40, p<0.05) and individual benefit receipt (b = 0.34, p<0.05) affected 
their support for public spending on unemployment benefits. These findings 
lend support for the proposition that immigrants’ self-interest matters. Lastly, 
immigrants whose group has a higher use of unemployment benefits showed stronger support for public spending on the program (b = 0.01, p<0.05). 
5.5.3 Robustness analysesAs a robustness analysis, we analyzed a model that included country of origin dummies (with Turkey as reference category) instead of the variables group-interest and welfare generosity. These analyses showed that the effects of perceived welfare access and the discrepancy with preferred welfare access 
stay significant (see Table E.8 in Appendix E).  We additionally performed robustness checks on the chosen method to 
determine whether our results were stable. First, we ran our OLS regression models without clustered standard errors, which relaxed the assumption of intraclass correlation between immigrants from the same country of origin. Second, we ran our models by means of multilevel modeling. In this way, we did not simply correct for intraclass correlation by clustering of standard errors, but assumed a hierarchal structure of immigrants from the outset. The results of these methodological robustness checks were similar and did not alter the analytical conclusions with respect to our hypotheses. 
5.6 Conclusions and discussionUp till today, scholarly research on immigrants’ support for public spending 
on welfare relies heavily on the influence of self-interest and to certain extent group-interest (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012; Breznau & Eger, 2016; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2015). Despite the fact that these determinants often proofed to be relevant, we extended the theoretical framework to better understand the perspective of immigrants in terms of their support for welfare spending. We did so with a focus on perceived and preferred group’s (institutional) access 
to unemployment benefits and social assistance and the extent to which it 
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affected immigrants’ support for public spending on these two programs. We 
anticipated that these perceptions and preferences influence their support for 
public spending, since their access is likely to be restricted in the first years after migration (Hooijer & Picot, 2015). Our study has shown that immigrants’ perceptions of their group’s access to welfare is relevant; immigrants show greater support for spending on 
unemployment benefits and social assistance when they perceive more (or in 
other words, less conditional) access to the two benefit programs for people from their origin country. No moderating effects between perceived welfare access and self- or group-interests were found; with the exception of unemployment 
benefit recipients when introducing the moderation effects one by one. A suggestion for future research is to explore other determinants of welfare usage that may moderate the effect of perceived welfare access on attitudes toward 
welfare spending. Life events, such as a labor disputes, pregnancy, or divorce, may prove to be better predictors of future welfare usage than the educational 
level obtained or the level of income (Legrain, 2008; Wingens, De Valk, Windzio & Aybek, 2011).  
 A second major finding is that immigrants appeared to relate their welfare access perceptions to their welfare access preferences. Opposite to what we expected, we found that immigrants with a deprived stance (i.e. immigrants who perceive less welfare access than preferred), show greater support for public spending on welfare. It is likely that, instead of feeling distantiated from the program (Collins, 1996), hope for future inclusion occurs; once more governmental money would be spent on the matter. However, more research on this topic needs to be undertaken before the association between immigrants’ stances of deprived welfare access and their support for welfare spending is better understood.  At the same time, there is also a proportion of immigrants who had a critical stance towards their group’s access to welfare (i.e. immigrants who perceive more welfare access for their immigrant group than preferred). Though this can be an expression of a general critique toward a large government, 
which is likely to underlie the found effect (e.g. Jacoby, 1994), our findings suggest that immigrants do not take a stance of group solidarity in all cases and that they may take critical stances toward their group’s welfare access or their usage. Further research should be undertaken to investigate how this critique within the own group exactly relates to the group’s access to welfare. Most of the deservingness perception studies point out that immigrants are seen as one of the least deserving group (Van Oorschot, 2006a, 2006c; Heuer & Mau, 2017), but little is known about how immigrants themselves perceive the access to 
welfare by their own group or how they define who is more or less deserving in 
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their host countries. Taken together, our results showed that both perceived and preferred welfare access matter, but at the same time, several questions are raised. The groups in our sample have similar access possibilities, but perceptions of a more or less conditional access for the group differ between groups nonetheless. It is therefore highly relevant to explore this phenomenon. To get a better understanding of why groups differ in their perceptions of, and preferences for, their group’s access to welfare. A possible explanation might be that, alongside the effect of the group’s societal position in the receiving country, differences between state institutions in the country of origin are of 
importance (Larsen, 2008). We accounted for immigrants’ state socialization by means of how much public money is spent in the country of origin; but, other state socialization effects may be important as well (Stegmueller, 2012) and 
immigrants may be more prone to compare the characteristics of the benefit programs between their country of origin and host country instead of the actual spending on programs. Another suggestion would be to examine whether and how countries of origin (such as Poland4) convey information about the host countries’ welfare institutions and to test whether this may affect the general welfare knowledgeability of the immigrants. Additionally, it would be interesting to assess how immigrants’ support for welfare programs alters once immigrants’ are informed about the actual group’s access. In this way, the effects of an under- or overestimation of access on support for the welfare state can be measured as well. Previous research has shown that also among majorities perceptions about the welfare state and its programs are not always in concurrence with the actual situation. When people learn about the actual situation, there is a high chance that their attitudes alter 
(Hedegaard & Larsen, 2014). We expect this to be relevant for immigrants’ support for welfare programs as well. Especially concerning immigrants’ support for social assistance. The program’s means-tested nature is a rather contested one in the Netherlands, because it is often associated with stigmatization or a loss of self-respect (Van Oorschot & Schell, 1989). Furthermore, the eligibility requirements are not always clear.  To conclude, our contribution has demonstrated that perceptions and preferences for group’s access to welfare matter when examining immigrants’ support for the welfare state. We found that not only perceptions are real in their consequences, but that their opinions in relation to the perceptions of welfare access are of importance too. Future studies could therefore build upon these new insights by including perceptions and preferences about groups’ access among natives and alongside other predictors as well.
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Notes 
1. Benefit overuse is not the same as welfare abuse and is, thus, a term that relates to unintentional 
welfare overuse (Roosma, Van Oorschot & Gelissen, 2016).
2. To facilitate the accuracy of the multiple imputation procedure the following additional 
variables from the MIFARE dataset were included: country of origin, sense of belonging to native 
Dutch, migrants from the country of origin and migrants in general living in the Netherlands, 
employment status and whether immigrants have a Dutch citizenship or not.
3. Analyzing the effect of perceived welfare access by means of dummy variables with the answer 
category “they will never get the same rights” as the reference category gave similar results.
4. The following website (both in the immigrant group’s native language and English) is an 
example of how new-comers can be assisted in obtaining accurate information about the host 
country’s welfare system: http://wholandii.pl/.
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6.1 Research questions and main contributionsSociety’s support for welfare spending is relevant to the European welfare state’s legitimacy and the subsequent social order. To date, a great deal of previous research on people’s support for welfare spending has focused on the support of the majority, and impeccable empirical work has been published on the basis of survey data such as the European Social Survey (ESS) or the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) (e.g. Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Boeri et al., 2001; 
Jæger, 2006; Svallfors, 2012; Van Oorschot, 2002). Yet, despite a growing share of immigrants in Europe (Castles, Miller & Ammendola, 2003), research has 
often neglected the immigrants’ perspective (Lubbers, Diehl, Kuhn & Larsen, 2018). The important contribution by Reeskens and Van Oorschot (2015) has shown that immigrants have a tendency to show higher support for the role of the government in providing welfare, since they are generally more vulnerable in socioeconomic terms than the native population. That being said, aside from the small set of studies that controlled for the immigrant status while examining the majority population (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012), little is known about immigrants’ support for welfare spending in the European context. And until today, the literature mainly relied on explanations of self-interest, by assuming that immigrants would be more likely to support extended welfare spending since they are generally more prone to make use of welfare than the native population (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012). Yet, the extent to which immigrants rely on welfare usage varies, and it is expected that immigrants’ demography will diversify further in the near future (Eurostat, 2018; Ooijevaar & Verkooijen, 2015; Statistics Netherlands, 2016a). This dissertation set out to focus on this gap in the literature and homed in on immigrants’ support for welfare spending. The immigrants’ perspective is important, because on the one hand – thanks to the growing number of immigrants in Europe – immigrants’ support for or rejection of welfare spending adds to welfare states’ legitimization. The likelihood that immigrants have an impact on the on-going development of European welfare states thus steadily increases. On the other hand, the position that immigrants have in relation to the welfare state’s institutional access to welfare is quite unique. As Hooijer and Picot (2015) have shown, immigrants are often not granted full access to welfare upon arrival, and they are likely to encounter more hurdles than natives. 
Moreover, the severity of access difficulty differs from host country to host country. Whether immigrants are well informed about these access differences or whether they perceive a certain conditionality in terms of their access to welfare as compared to the native population has not been tested before. Yet, the assumption that immigrants know about their welfare rights and duties in 
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the host country is intrinsically linked to the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ that argues that generous welfare states possess a certain attraction for immigrants (e.g. Borjas, 1999). Hence, this dissertation’s contribution lies in its focus on the immigrants’ perspective in relation to their support for welfare spending and in its extension of the theoretical framework by considering their unique position in the welfare state. I thereby took into account that immigrants are not one uniform group. I distinguished between immigrant groups with a relatively high risk of welfare usage (such as Turkish immigrants) and immigrants with a relatively low risk of welfare usage (such as American or Japanese immigrants) or those who have been neglected in previous studies. In collaboration with my colleagues of the MIFARE project, I sampled immigrants from various origin countries in the Netherlands and collected unique survey data among immigrants who are diverse in their reliance on welfare (Bekhuis, Fage Hedegaard, Seibel, Degen & Renema, 2018). By employing the MIFARE data, I enabled a test of the self-interest explanation among immigrants that, for a large part, have been empirically tested among the majority population only (e.g. Andreβ & Heien, 2001; 
Gelissen, 2000; Hasenfeld & Rafferty, 1989; Linos & West, 2003; Papadakis & Bean, 1993). To account for the differences between groups, I also examined whether and when the lesser-researched group-interest in welfare usage is a 
substantial explainer (Luttmer, 2001; Luttmer & Singhal, 2011). By additionally assessing how the perceptions of and preferences for the group’s institutional access to welfare affect immigrants’ support for welfare spending, I broadened the theoretical framework. To gain a better understanding of who has a higher interest in welfare, I addressed and empirically tested how immigrants’ interests in welfare usage are shaped. In doing so, I drew on previous research about immigrants’ labor market outcomes and I used the social and human capital theory to answer the question of who is more likely to rely on a welfare-based income. Drawing inspiration from the unique position immigrants have in relation to the host country’s welfare state, I added the relevance of immigrants’ knowledgeability about welfare access and examined whether social and human capital are also substantial determinants in distinguishing the better- from the worse-informed immigrant. These contributions combined were addressed by means of the following three overall research questions:
1. To what extent can (host-country) human and social capital explain 
immigrants’ welfare usage and immigrants’ knowledgeability about their 
group’s access to welfare?
2. To what extent do immigrants’ self-interest and group-interest affect their 
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support for welfare spending?
3. What are immigrants’ perceptions of and preferences for their group’s welfare
access and how do these relate to their support for welfare spending?
6.2 Main findings and answers to research questionsIn this section, I will answer the three research questions of this dissertation 
while providing this study’s main findings.
6.2.1 Human and social capital and immigrants’ welfare usage and
knowledgeability
For  the  first  part  of  my  dissertation,  I  drew  on  the  human  and  social  capital theory  to  better  understand  who  is  more  at  risk  to  rely  on  a  welfare-based income  (Chapter  2)  and  who  is  more  likely  to  be  knowledgeable  about  their group’s  access  to  welfare  (Chapter  3).  Both  theories  are  rooted  in  the  idea that more capital leads to better economic chances in the labor market, since the obtainment of the relevant skills, assets, or social contacts signal to future employers that people with capital are more valuable in the labor market than people  who  lack  it.  In  the  chapters’  theoretical  frameworks,  the  relevance  of 
host-country  specific  capital  (the  skills  and  social  contacts  that  are  decidedly suited for the host country’s labor market) in relation to welfare usage (Chapter 2)  and  welfare  knowledgeability  (Chapter  3)  was  particularly  underlined, because previous studies on immigrants’ labor market chances have shown that 
host-country specific capital is a particularly sufficient explainer (e.g. Chiswick, 
1979; Lancee, 2012; Zorlu, 2013).
  In Chapter 2, I examined immigrants’ likelihood to rely on a welfare-based 
income and I researched their reliance on unemployment benefit, occupational 
disabilities  benefit,  and  social  assistance  in  particular.  I  theoretically  argued and  empirically  tested  that  when  the  underlying  assumption  of  the  capital theory is true (more capital leads to more resourceful knowledge), immigrants with more capital should not only be more successful in the labor market, but 
also be less prone to rely on an income that features a benefit’s allowance than immigrants who lack this form of capital, because of their higher labor-market chances.  Alternatively,  I  proposed  that  when  immigrants  with  more  (host- 
country  specific)  capital  are  already  in  the  position  that  they  need  financial support, having more capital would likely increase their chances of acquiring 
welfare, since immigrants with more (host-country specific) capital are better equipped to gain the information they need to successfully apply for welfare.
The  chapter’s  findings  show  that  host-country  specific  capital  indeed
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affects a wider understanding of immigrants’ reliance on welfare. As such, the effect of capital reaches further than immigrants’ likelihood to take-up 
unemployment benefits. Results showed that both host-country specific human and social capital play important, yet different, roles. Immigrants who lack 
host-country specific human or social capital are more likely to rely on either of the welfare-based income types compared to immigrants who earn their income through paid labor. Most notably, immigrants with less Dutch language 
proficiency or those who do not socialize with native Dutch (either through friendships or sport/societal club memberships) are at higher risk of relying on a social assistance–based income. Nevertheless, the proposition that host-country human and social capital would also be good explainers of welfare usage among immigrants when they are in need of welfare (because of lack of income) was weakly supported in this study. I only found support for the association between immigrants’ memberships of a religious or migrant organization with a native Dutch majority 
and their chances to successfully acquire an occupational disabilities benefit. 
Therefore, I have to conclude that whilst host-country specific human and social capital is likely to provide immigrants with better chances in the labor market, I was not able to support the idea that more capital also translates to resourceful employable skills and knowledge that can assist immigrants with obtaining welfare when in need.
 In Chapter 3, I set out to specifically examine whether, and which kind of, 
host-country specific capital increases immigrants’ chances of knowing about their group’s access to welfare. For this study, I homed in on the question of who is more likely to know (as compared to not know) when, after arrival, their 
group has access to public healthcare, state pension, unemployment benefits, and social assistance. The answers could vary from immediate access upon arrival (unconditional access) to never (refrained from access), with various conditionalities in between (extended period of stay, economic activity, or the obtainment of the Dutch nationality). I additionally examined whether immigrants’ individual and group’s interests in welfare usage were relevant explainers of welfare knowledgeability as well. The results have shown that, irrespective of country of origin, immigrants are likely to know when their group can access public healthcare and 
unemployment benefits. To the contrary, immigrants are less likely to not know which kind of conditionality is required for their access to the state pension scheme or social assistance. The results also showed that in certain immigrant groups, a strong tendency exists to over- and underestimate their group’s access. For example, American immigrants consistently expect a more conditional access to welfare, whilst Turkish immigrants are more likely to expect the least 
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conditional access. This supports the idea that there are relevant differences between groups and that certain sets of beliefs exist within them. The results 
further demonstrated that host-country specific human capital or a higher individual need for welfare have little effect on immigrants’ knowledgeability about their group’s overall access to welfare. I only found evidence to support that a higher educational level increases immigrants’ chances of knowing about their group’s access to a state pension, and that immigrants with a better command of Dutch are more likely to know when their group has access to public healthcare. The study showed a more varied pattern in terms of host-country 
specific social capital. On the one hand, immigrants are more likely to know 
about their group’s access if their relatives are benefit recipients or when their 
immigrant group has higher shares of unemployment benefit recipients. On the other hand, having friends did not seem to affect immigrants’ knowledgeability as expected, and in some cases even lowered immigrants’ chances to know about their group’s welfare access.
6.2.2 Immigrants’ support for welfare spending and the roles of self- and   
 group-interestFor the second part of my dissertation, I examined immigrants’ support for 
public spending on unemployment benefits and social assistance. In this part, immigrants’ welfare usage and their knowledge perceptions about welfare access were key to the theoretical framework. In Chapter 4, I examined whether and to what extent the self- and group-interest in welfare usage can explain immigrants’ support for welfare spending and whether there were apparent group differences. Up to this day, previous studies have treated immigrants as one collective group with a generally high need for welfare (compared to the native population). I empirically tested whether self-interest is a relevant explanation among a highly diverse group of immigrants. Based on American studies that have investigated the role of minorities in terms of welfare support (e.g. Glaeser 
& Sacerdote, 2001; Luttmer, 2001), I also examined the extent to which group-interest in welfare usage mattered to immigrants’ support for welfare spending, and looked at whether their sense of belonging to the immigrant group (as a 
form of group-identification) affected the relevance of immigrants’ self- and group-interest in relation to their welfare spending support.
 The study’s findings showed that there are differences between immigrant groups with regard to their sense of belonging to the immigrant 
group, the groups’ shares of benefit recipients (benefit participation rates), and the support for welfare spending. Overall, Spanish immigrants support extended expenditures on welfare the most, whereas this support is the least 
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among Japanese and Russian immigrants. Even though these differences 
are statistically significant, they are not substantially large. The study also showed that among the sampled groups, Polish immigrants have the highest 
in-group share of unemployment benefit recipients, whereas this share is the lowest among Japanese immigrants. With regard to the in-groups’ shares of social assistance recipients, Turkish immigrants have the highest share, whilst Japanese immigrants feature the lowest share. Yet, while the groups largely 
differ in the extent to which they make use of unemployment benefits and social assistance, the averaged support for welfare spending on these programs did not differ that strongly between groups.
 Further findings showed that with regard to the anticipated effects of 
self-interest, individual benefit take-up is associated with immigrants’ higher 
support for more public spending on unemployment benefits. Yet, there was no effect of current welfare usage on support for public spending on social assistance. Additionally, immigrants with a higher household income show less 
support for extended spending on either benefit than immigrants with a lower household income. This indicates that among immigrants as well, being less at risk of welfare usage brings about lower support for welfare spending. At the same time, results have shown that the welfare interest of the group positively affects immigrants’ support for public spending on social assistance, but not 
their support for public spending on unemployment benefits. Yet, immigrants’ sense of belonging to the immigrant group related directly to their support for 
higher public spending on unemployment benefits. Nevertheless, contrasting with expectations, their sense of belonging did not affect the association between the self- or group-interest and their support for welfare spending.
6.2.3 Immigrants’ support for welfare spending and the role of welfare access
 perceptions and preferencesChapter 5 aimed to provide an answer to the question of whether and to what extent perceived and preferred welfare access matter to immigrants’ support for welfare spending. In this study, I addressed the unique position that immigrants have in relation to their host country’s welfare state and theorized about how immigrants’ perceptions of their group’s institutional welfare access could affect their support for welfare spending. These so-called welfare access perceptions can vary between immediate (unconditional) access upon arrival to no access at all. I extended the conceptual framework by relating immigrants’ welfare 
access perceptions to their preferences and I examined whether immigrants’ discrepancies between welfare access perceptions and preferences affected their support for welfare spending. In the analyses, I controlled for immigrants’ self- and group-interest and I examined whether the association between 
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immigrants’ welfare access perceptions and their support for welfare spending is stronger for immigrants that have a higher interest in welfare. The study’s results show that both perceived and preferred welfare 
access are relevant in explaining immigrants’ support for welfare spending. When immigrants think that they have more (i.e., less conditional) access to welfare upon arrival, they show more support for welfare spending. As such, perceptions of access to welfare constitute a probable proxy for how immigrants evaluate welfare programs’ effectiveness in relation to their in-group’s position in society, and for testing whether they perceive themselves as a target group of the welfare program. Additional results showed on the one hand that immigrants who prefer a less conditional group’s access to welfare than perceived (referred to as deprived welfare access) show a higher support for welfare spending than immigrants without this discrepancy. On the other hand, if immigrants prefer higher levels of conditional access to welfare for their group than perceived (referred to as critical welfare access), their support for welfare spending lessens. In terms of the differences between the groups, I showed that when compared, Turkish and Chinese immigrants perceive the least conditional group’s access to welfare, whereas immigrants from Russia and the United States perceive the most conditional group’s access to welfare. Also, Spanish immigrants feature the largest group’s percentages of preferring a less-conditional welfare access than perceived. To the contrary, immigrants from Russia and Great-Britain feature the largest percentages of immigrants who prefer a more conditional access to welfare than perceived.
6.2.4 Group differences 
By using three migrant survey datasets (SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, and SIM-2011) and the MIFARE dataset, I enabled a comparison between immigrants and groups who differ highly in the degree to which they rely on welfare. Although the examination of group differences was not the main focus of this dissertation, a few patterns were apparent. First, compared to the other groups under examination, Turkish immigrants often took a greater outlier position. For instance, Turkish immigrants had the highest in-group share of social assistance recipients while expecting the least conditional access to welfare programs. And the effect of sense of belonging on support for welfare spending was the strongest within this group. Second, results showed that American immigrants expected the least conditional access to welfare, which seems to support the body of literature that addresses the socializing effect of institutions on 
people’s welfare state attitudes (e.g. Larsen, 2008). Liberal welfare states (such 
as America or the United Kingdom) are formed by the idea that inequalities 
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are the result of people’s individual efforts, instead of the required amount of state intervention (Esping-Andersen, 1990). I do not suggest that American immigrants are more accepting of different welfare accessibilities per se. Yet, it seems likely that among American immigrants, perceptions of the group’s 
welfare access reflect a certain kind of expectation of a welfare state, since they were socialized in such an institutional system.
6.3 Discussion and theoretical implicationsIn this dissertation, I contributed to the welfare state literature by linking three 
fields of research. I combined theories from the migrant integration, benefit entitlement, and welfare state attitudes literature to answer my three research questions. In this section, I will discuss the theoretical implications of the 
dissertation’s main findings.
6.3.1 Welfare usage and knowledgeability about welfare access and 
 differences in capital
I started the first part of my dissertation with the discussion on what puts immigrants in the higher risk group in terms of welfare usage, and argued that 
obtaining host-country specific human and social capital are likely to reduce that risk. Previous research has tended to focus on outcomes such as labor market 
participation or monthly earnings (e.g. Duleep & Regets, 1999; Kanas, Chiswick, 
Van der Lippe & Van Tubergen, 2012; Lancee, 2012; Li, 2001; Nannestad, 
Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008; Van Tubergen & Van de Werfhost, 2007). In my study, I took into account a broader understanding of welfare usage, and results 
generally showed that immigrants with more host-country specific capital are 
likely to reduce their risk of relying on an unemployment benefit, which is in 
line with previous research (e.g. Kanas, 2011).
 Yet, the most interesting finding was that the various kinds of host-
country specific capital reduce a more general notion of being at risk of welfare usage, since capital also affected immigrants’ chances to rely on an occupational 
disabilities benefit–based income and on a social assistance–based income. Therefore, it is important that future research disentangles various kinds of welfare usages to measure the kind of risk that immigrants face. As stated at the beginning of this dissertation, reliance on social assistance in the Netherlands is prone to represent a more vulnerable socioeconomic status 
than reliance on unemployment benefits. Social assistance recipients often suffer from stigmatization and images of shame (Van Oorschot & Shell, 1989), which would suggest that this group occupies another kind of socioeconomic 
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position in society than other welfare users. Alternatively, in the case of lacking a personal income, immigrants who socialize with the native Dutch population (interethnic social capital) in terms of friendship have a better chance of 
acquiring occupational disabilities benefits when in need. This result supports 
the proposition that the obtained host-country specific capital can be helpful when immigrants wish to acquire welfare. This is especially so since the 
procedures for acquiring occupational disabilities benefits in the Netherlands feature many pathways, which complicate their acquisition. This study has further shown moderate support for the proposition 
that immigrants with host-country specific human capital and social capital are also more likely to know when their group can access welfare after migration (also referred to as welfare knowledgeability). Nevertheless, the effect of capital on immigrants’ welfare knowledgeability was less cogent than expected, and depended on the kind of welfare program under consideration. For example, 
whilst benefit recipiency amongst relatives or by one’s own immigrant group increased immigrants’ chances to know about their welfare access, their friends were not necessarily an aiding factor in gaining accurate knowledge. Although future studies should take into account that having friends is not a catch-all category, prior studies have shown that by accounting for immigrants’ native or co-ethnic friends, informative social capital indicators are included (Nannestad, 
Svendsen & Svendsen, 2008; Renema & Lubbers, 2018a; Seibel & Van Tubergen, 2013). Surprisingly, individual need for the program under consideration did little in terms of explaining who is more knowledgeable. This is an important 
finding, since it seems to contradict one of the underlying assumptions of the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’, namely that immigrants are well-informed about the degree of welfare generosity in the host country of their choice (Borjas, 1999). However, it could be argued that an individual’s need for welfare may depend more on current or future life course events and will therefore not be 
reflected by determinants such as current welfare usage (Foster, 2017). On 
the other hand, relatively higher shares of benefit recipients in the in-group 
or the relatives’ benefit recipiency increase immigrants’ chances to accurately know about their group’s access to welfare, and suggests that social networks may function as an effective potential pull factor (Pedersen, Pylikova & Smith, 2004), provided that these networks are already established groups. Despite these results, we should be cautious about drawing conclusions in terms of the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’. Further research should be undertaken to 
investigate whether the findings hold in terms of a broader understanding of welfare knowledgeability, because I have focused only on a small notion of its concept. At the same time, it remains to be seen whether natives have the 
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required knowledge about their or immigrants’ access to welfare. Therefore, I suggest that further work enables a comparison between the immigrant (or various immigrant groups) and the native population, to test if the tendency of over- or underestimation also exists within certain groups among the native population.
6.3.2 Support for welfare spending and self-interest
Interestingly, whereas individual benefit receipt is a useful determinant for explaining the individual interest in the larger support for welfare spending among the native population (e.g. Busemeyer & Neimanns, 2017; Gelissen, 2000; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2015), I found that it has rather little effect on immigrants’ preferences for welfare spending. The results showed that 
individual benefit receipt affects immigrants’ support for public spending on 
unemployment benefit only moderately, and no substantial effects in terms of their support for public spending on social assistance were found. This could indicate that personal welfare usage as such is not a powerful indicator of self-interest among immigrants as it usually is among the majority population (Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Jӕger, 2006; Svallfors, 2004; Van Oorschot, 2006). Yet, that immigrants with current welfare usage did not show more support for 
extended welfare spending could also suggest that they are satisfied with the current situation and that they are in favor of keeping the welfare expenditures as they already are. This study also showed that the level of income is a consistent indicator of self-interest, which is in line with previous research among the majority 
population (Andreß & Heien, 2001; Bean & Papadakis, 1998; Gelissen, 2000; 
Hasenfeld & Rafferty, 1989; Jæger, 2006; Papadakis & Bean, 1993; Svallfors, 2012). Thus, as among the majority population, immigrants with a higher level of income have less interest in extended public spending on welfare, since it would not be in their best interest to support more welfare spending when they are not likely to be at (future) risk of welfare usage. Instead, they are more likely to become net contributors (by means of higher income taxation) instead of net receivers. It is additionally interesting to note that immigrants with a higher household income are also more likely to know about their group’s access to welfare (as shown in Chapter 3). By summing up these two results, one could argue that it is possible that immigrants with a potentially higher interest in welfare (due to a lower income level) are a part of a group that is at the same time the least likely to know how to access welfare when in need. The legitimacy of this proposition is, however, an interesting topic for future research. Whilst the literature often sees it as one of the key indicators for a future risk of welfare usage (Bean & Papadakis, 1998; Gelissen, 2000; Hasenfeld & 
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Rafferty, 1989; Jæger, 2006; Papadakis & Bean, 1993; Svallfors, 2012), I did 
not find support for the proposition that immigrants with a lower level of obtained education are greater supporters of extended welfare spending (with the exception of the effect found among Polish and Japanese immigrants). Educational level also turned out to be rather unsubstantial in explaining 
immigrants’ welfare knowledgeability (in Chapter 3). I propose that this finding 
is likely to be a migrant-specific effect, since studies on migrants’ integration processes often argue that immigrants are more prone than the native population 
to accept employment that is below their obtained level of education (e.g. Zorlu, 2011). Although this seems to contradict earlier studies that touched upon the effect of an immigrant status on support for the welfare state, I would suggest that future research should take into account that immigrants’ educational level 
does not always reflect their actual socioeconomic status.
6.3.3 Support for welfare spending and group-interestBy addressing the group’s interest in welfare usage and relating it to immigrants’ support for welfare spending in the Dutch context, I contributed to a further examination of the role of the group in terms of support for welfare spending 
that did not receive much scholarly attention in the European context (Lubbers et al., 2018). In doing so, I build upon previous American studies that have 
focused on the role of ethnicity (Alesina, Glaeser & Sacerdote, 2001; Luttmer, 
2001; Luttmer & Singhal, 2011), while drawing inspiration from the migrant 
integration literature that has addressed the significance of immigrants’ social contexts in relation to their political attitudes (e.g. Alesina, Baqir, & Easterly, 
1999; Glaeser & Ward, 2006; Klor & Shayo, 2010). This study has shown that the group’s interest in welfare, measured 
by the in-groups’ shares of unemployment benefit recipients, is a relevant explanation for immigrants’ support for public spending on social assistance. Yet, this is not the case with regard to their support for public spending on 
unemployment benefits. Instead, I found that immigrants with a stronger sense of belonging to their own group show a stronger support for public spending 
on unemployment benefits. This matches previous works on the effect of group 
loyalty on welfare state support in America (e.g. Luttmer, 2001), and suggests that the sense of belonging to the group is another relevant proxy of group-interest. Therefore, this dissertation shows that the interests of the group are 
a factor of influence for immigrants’ support for welfare spending, but that the extent of the effect appears to be small. The question is why group-interest is found to have a different 
kind of influence on various kinds of welfare programs’ support. It could be that depending on the nature of the different welfare programs (universal, 
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contribution-based, or means-tested), benefit participation rates may be too abstract for immigrants to grasp. Or it may be that a certain level of group 
vulnerability is required before the group’s actual benefit participation rates are relevant to immigrants’ individual support for welfare spending, since the additional analyses showed that the effect of sense of belonging mattered the most to Turkish (and Spanish) immigrants. Of all the sampled immigrant groups in the MIFARE data, Turkish immigrants hold the most vulnerable socioeconomic position in the Netherlands. Hence, a further examination of how the group’s interest manifests itself among immigrants from various origin countries is necessary in order to advance the welfare state literature on the role of the group.
6.3.4 Support for welfare spending and welfare access perceptions and 
 preferencesAn important theoretical contribution to the existing literature consists of adding the explanations of how welfare access perceptions and welfare 
access preferences influence immigrants’ support for welfare spending. This dissertation has shown that in the case of welfare support, perceptions of access play an important role in how the support for welfare spending is understood. In my study, I have found that immigrants are greater supporters of welfare spending when they perceive more group’s welfare access (i.e., less conditional) 
upon arrival. I suggested that these perceptions are likely to reflect the extent to which immigrants see themselves as a potential target group of the welfare state’s social program. Relating immigrants’ perceived welfare access to their preferred welfare access proved to be a relevant contribution as well. Immigrants show less support for welfare spending when they prefer less group’s access than perceived, whilst they show more support for welfare spending when they 
prefer more group’s access than perceived. On the basis of these findings, 
I would suggest first that immigrants are more likely to support extended welfare expenditures and thereby hope for future inclusion when they think to have no (or less) access, than opposing such expenditures. Second, I also argue that immigrants do not necessarily show solidarity with their group. From this 
study’s findings I conclude that immigrants can be critical toward their own 
group’s welfare usage, just as they may be inflicted by newcomers as is shown 
by Van der Zwan, Bles and Lubbers (2017). Yet, with the available data, I can suggest that immigrants relate to their own group’s welfare usage in a critical way, but I am not able to measure this directly. Therefore, an avenue for future research is to further examine perceptions of deservingness among immigrants and to relate these to their 
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support for spending on different kinds of welfare programs. Studies on deservingness perceptions often show that immigrants are seen as one of the least deserving groups (Heuer & Mau, 2017; Van Oorschot, 2006c), but little is known about deservingness perceptions among immigrants themselves.
6.4 Limitations and suggestions for future researchAlthough this dissertation contributes to our understanding of immigrants’ 
support for welfare spending, as is shown in the discussion of the main findings and the theoretical implications, this study also features some limitations that leave room for further research.
6.4.1 The effect of state socialization and differences between groupsAlthough this study has not overlooked the importance of the institutions-attitudes nexus – look for example at the considered welfare programs that vary in their goal, target group, and eligibility requirements – this study has put more emphasis on micro- and meso-level explanations of support for welfare spending (and accounted for the interaction between these two levels), whilst less attention has been paid to immigrants’ context in terms of their origin 
country (e.g. Larsen, 2008; Svallfors, 2003). Nevertheless, I did not bypass the 
influence that this factor may have on immigrants’ support for welfare spending. I have controlled for immigrants’ country of origin by means of dummy 
variables, clustered standard errors, and more specifically the degree of welfare generosity in the country of origin. In the course of this study, I found that particular groups (most considerably immigrants from Turkey, the United States (US), Russia, and Great-Britain) seem to take an outlier position more often 
than other immigrant groups. Some of these findings seem to refer to the effect of state socialization on support for welfare spending. For example, immigrants from the US form a group that, overall, expected the most restricted group’s 
access to welfare, and I argued that this finding hints at a socialization effect of the American liberal welfare state, as the classic categorization of welfare states by Esping-Andersen (1990) would suggest. On the other hand, some group differences are likely to be related to the group’s current socioeconomic 
position in society instead of to a state socialization effect, as the findings of e.g. Chapter 2 have shown with regard to Turkish and Moroccan immigrants’ higher likelihood to rely on a welfare-based income. Another important point is that the welfare generosity indicator turned out to be a poor explainer of welfare support, despite controlling for the country’s welfare need in its calculation (see Table D.5 in Appendix D for the 
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indicator’s calculation). Instead of concluding that state socialization may not be an important explanation of immigrants’ welfare spending support, I would rather suggest that other forms of the origin country’s welfare generosity are of more importance (Stegmueller, 2012). Therefore, I encourage future studies to widen the examination of state socialization by comparing different kinds of welfare generosities, such as low-cost healthcare or free education, in order to theorize about possible differentiation patterns between groups. Alternatively, one could also argue that, because of the migration-selection 
effect (e.g. Hedegaard & Larsen, 2017), measuring state socialization among immigrants could be problematic in and of itself. The immigrant groups under examination do not necessarily compile one group of people who had no choice but to migrate. In this study, deliberate choices for migration are most likely to have been made and it is likely that a strong variation within groups exists in terms of how state socialization affects their support for welfare. Therefore, to control for that, future research should also account for immigrants’ reasons for migration and for whether the welfare state played a role in that choice. A third limitation is more related to data issues. Having ten different groups, the MIFARE sample enabled me to test for differences between immigrant groups. But at the same time it was not possible to gain enough statistical power to properly nest immigrants in their country of origin. As a result, I could not make use of multilevel modeling to measure what factors determine group differences. Nevertheless, in my analyses I tried to overcome this methodological issue by employing two model methodologies in combination. First, I tested my hypotheses by means of regression analyses that clustered the immigrant group’s standard errors to account for aspects that immigrants have in common within their group (Cameron & Miller, 2015). 
Second, I additionally ran flat regression models with the inclusion of country-of-origin dummies. While the former is a rather strict test of my hypotheses (because of the amount of groups), the latter is a way to better visualize differences between groups, but without showing the information on what exactly determines these differences. For future research, it is advisable to either take into account more groups (though I have not encountered such a migrant dataset yet) or to apply a cross-national design wherein immigrants can be categorized by the characteristics of the origin country in relation to the featured country of destination, whilst accounting for the relations between the origin and destination countries (Fage Hedegaard & Bekhuis, 2018). In this way, analyses can control for origin, destination, and community effects, which is 
comparable to a cross-classification multilevel design (e.g. Van Tubergen, 2006; Van Tubergen, Maas & Flap, 2004).
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6.4.2  The operationalization of knowledgeability A promising path for future research would be to further theorize about the role of knowledge with regard to immigrants’ support for the welfare state. By extending the conceptualization of knowledge to more direct questions such as whether they know of a wider spectrum of eligibility requirements or whether they are informed about how to start an application procedure for welfare, we can obtain a better insight into the three-fold relationship between welfare knowledgeability, perceptions of welfare access, and support for the state’s welfare spending. It is also recommended to further investigate what perceptions of welfare access immigrants have before migration and whether these have changed upon arrival or acculturated to the native population’s dispositions of perceived welfare access with the duration of stay 
in the host country (Kelly & Lusis, 2006). By extending the notion of welfare knowledgeability, the examination can be extended to the majority population. Although immigrants have a unique position in the welfare state in terms of their institutional access or their language comprehension, the workings of the proposed causal mechanism may not be very different from those related to the 
native population. Lastly, one could argue that the operationalization of welfare knowledgeability used is limited by its survey design. The questionnaire’s item forced respondents to give an estimation of welfare access in case they did not know the answer, which gave respondents the opportunity to randomly tick a box. Yet, I would rebut that claim by suggesting that the formulation of the survey item ‘forced’ the respondents to show their least likely perception of welfare access, which generates more information than simply providing for a ‘don’t know’ answer category.
6.4.3 The kind of welfare state support
In the course of this study, I have confined the study’s framework to an examination of support for welfare spending and left aside the question of governmental responsibility. I made this choice on the one hand because previous research has shown that opinions scatter more when people are asked about their spending, which is contrary to the answers on questions such as whether the government should be responsible for certain welfare areas (Svallfors, 2012). On the other hand, questions about welfare spending preferences 
force immigrants to think about their individual costs and benefits (through the corresponding increase or decrease of taxation) or their benevolence to investment in risk avoidance, which surpasses the purely ideological stance of government involvement (Roosma, Gelissen & Van Oorschot, 2013). As a result, the role of self- and group-interest will be more substantial when measuring immigrants’ support for welfare spending than measuring immigrants’ 
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attitudes toward overall governmental involvement. That said, for further research, a wider conceptualization of immigrants’ support for the welfare state would greatly assist further assessment of how immigrants relate to their host country’s welfare state system and its programs.
6.4.4 The study’s context
In spite of the fact that this thesis homes in on the Dutch case specifically, the 
findings should be understood within a wider European context. Increasing 
immigration flows are noticeable in most European countries (Eurostat, 2018). How immigrants obtain knowledge about their access to, and how this knowledge is related to their support for, the welfare state is a relevant factor for most European welfare state countries. Yet, I have to underline that even though the Dutch welfare state resembles an institutional setup that is representative of the welfare systems in the Western and Nordic parts of Europe, it nonetheless does differ (Roosma, Gelissen & Van Oorschot, 2013), and some cautions about 
the generalization of the empirical findings are in place.
6.5 Overall conclusion  In an increasingly globalizing world where the welfare state’s resiliency-
immigration nexus is often discussed (e.g. Chung, Taylor-Gooby & Leruth, 2018; Pierson, 2001; Taylor-Gooby, 2004), it is important to gain a more in-depth understanding of immigrants’ support for the welfare state in their host countries. Just as much as anti-migration attitudes among the majority 
population (e.g. Larsen, 2011; Mewes & Mau, 2013) may affect the future development of the welfare state and its social policies, the support for welfare spending or the rejection of welfare spending by immigrants is likely to have an impact on the future development of the welfare state.
 This dissertation’s general findings have shown that in terms of self-interest, immigrants’ support for welfare spending can for a large part be explained through their level of household income. When the level of household income increases, less support for increased governmental expenditures 
on unemployment benefits and social assistance is shown. This result is in agreement with previous works that have shown that people tend to invest more in social welfare only if they are more at risk of future welfare usage (e.g. 
Andreß & Heien, 2001; Reeskens & Van Oorschot, 2013). This suggests that the immigrant population does not diverge substantially from the native population with regard to individual monetary investments in welfare to accomplish risk aversion.
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 With regard to the group-interest in welfare usage, the results showed that it matters in terms of their individual support for welfare spending. Yet, the extent of the effect was small and it seemed to require a certain level of socioeconomic vulnerability in order to affect individual support for extended spending on welfare. I have also found that when immigrants perceive a less conditional group’s access to welfare after migration, their level of support for 
welfare spending increases. I argue that these perceptions are a reflection of whether immigrants believe that they or their group are targeted by the welfare state’s social program under consideration. As far as immigrants’ preferences for the group’s welfare access in 
relation to their welfare access perceptions are concerned, findings showed that preferring higher levels of welfare access than perceived increases their support for welfare spending. Yet, preferring lower levels of welfare access than perceived stimulates immigrants to show less support for welfare spending. 
The latter finding is in accordance with other patterns found among immigrants 
in relation to their attitudes toward newcomers (Van der Zwan, Bles & Lubbers, 
2017) and seems to reflect an acculturation pattern that aligns with the 
population native to country. The former finding, however, seems to home in on a different mechanism and may refer to the hope of future group inclusion once more money is spent on the matter (Collins, 1996).
 With my study, I have been the first to test on such a large scale whether immigrants know about their rights of access to welfare. On the basis of the popular ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ (Borjas, 1999), this question should be answered with a clear-cut yes, since this hypothesis assumes that the choice of migration is partly based on the generosity of the host country’s welfare state and immigrants’ understanding of welfare access. Yet, the results have shown instead that there seems to be a lack of knowledge, particularly with regard to the state pension scheme and social assistance. Although future studies need to investigate a broader notion of immigrants’ knowledgeability of their social rights, the results of this study were not able to provide support for the underlying assumption of the ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’.
 This dissertation’s findings have several implications that can assist policy makers in dealing with the increasing share of immigrants in relation to welfare state retrenchment (such as budget cuts in social policies) (Svallfors & Taylor-Gooby, 2007). I have shown that immigrants with more resources, such as having native Dutch friends or having a better comprehension of the Dutch language, were helped by these in terms of refraining from welfare usage, but not necessarily in increasing their chance to acquire welfare or in obtaining knowledge about welfare access when in need. This implies that people who are most in need of welfare are not helped by obtaining more capital. This may 
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be troublesome, since it suggests that the most vulnerable among immigrants (in terms of their socioeconomic position in society) are more likely to be in a situation of poverty, and in return this group is most likely to form a burden on the welfare state (Razin & Wahba, 2015). However, some suggestions for policy makers can be made on the basis of this study’s results. Better communication about welfare eligibilities and the required bureaucratic procedures would assist immigrants in their search for information, especially when the program features various routes of welfare 
eligibilities, such as the occupational disabilities benefits. Although the Dutch state provides information about the Dutch welfare programs in several 
languages, the fine print is often given in Dutch only, and the bureaucratic procedures may entail the cooperation of other institutions, which may 
complicate the search (as shown by the preliminary results of the TRANSWEL project that homes in on immigrants’ discourses with regard to their dispositions 
about, among others, welfare knowledgeability [Regös, 2018]). Among Turkish immigrants in particular, it is also recommendable to acknowledge their relatively frequent perception of immediate access to all welfare domains and to better inform them about the situation. This also holds for immigrants who expect the opposite: immigrants under the impression that they hardly have 
access to welfare should be better informed as well. This dissertation’s findings suggest that a good option would be to organize information events at societal clubs. Immigrants who are members of these kinds of clubs (with a native majority) are more likely to already be better informed about their welfare access. And by simultaneously stimulating more societal involvement by for 
example making club memberships more attractive financially while organizing 
information events, immigrants are more likely to find the support they need or 
to retrain for better-off economic outcomes, for that matter (Kanas, 2011).
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Appendix A
Table A.4: Distributions of educational level among Turkish immigrants.
Educational level 
categories in merged 
dataset
Merged 
dataset
%
Educational level categories 
in MIFARE dataset
MIFARE
%
Obtained 
educational 
level in Turkey
Obtained 
educational level 
in the Netherlands
0. No formal education
1. Elementary school
2. Lower vocational
3. Lower secondary
4. Intermediate vocational
5. Upper general secondary
6. Higher vocational
7. University
Missings
8.7%
33%
12.1%
10.7%
18.1%
6.7%
6.6%
4.2%
4.5%
0. No formal education 
1. Primary education
2. Lower secondary
3. Upper secondary
4. Post-secondary non-tertiary 
5. Lower level tertiary
6. Upper level tertiary
3.0%
26.9%
2.4%
34.1%
1.8%
27.5%
4.2%
1.8%
8.4%
29.2%
0%
33.2%
0%
29.2%
1.8%
64.6%
8.2%
11.4%
1.9%
6.3%
3.2%
4.4%
1.8%
Notes: Distributions before multiple imputation procedures ;  ~p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01;  ***p< .001
Sources: Merged dataset (SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, SIM-2011) and MIFARE 2018.
Comparing the Turkish net samples of the merged dataset, used for the analyses 
in Chapter 2, (SPVA-2002, NELSS-2010, and SIM-2011) with the MIFARE dataset in terms of the respondents’ educational level, two differences are noticeable: 
1. The ISCED-97 level 3 (upper secondary) category in the MIFARE data comprises 
both vocational high schools and science high schools in Turkey, whereas the 
merged dataset educational level categories of the Dutch educational system 
distinguishes between these two kinds of educational programs by means of 
‘lower secondary’, ‘intermediate vocational’, and ‘upper general secondary’ 
1. (http://gpseducation.oecd.org/Content/MapOfEducation System/TUR/
TUR_1997_EN.pdf).
2. There is an overrepresentation of the lower level tertiary educated Turkish 
respondents in the Turkish net sample of the MIFARE dataset.
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Appendix B
Figure B.2: 
Registration data, benefit participation rates among citizens between the ages of 15 and 65 years per country of origin in 2013 (Statistics Netherlands, 2014).
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Table B.3: Distribution of Sex, Age, and Country of origin, by dataset.
Register data-2008 SPVA-2002 NELLS-2010 SIM-2011 Merged dataset
obs. % obs. % obs. % obs. % obs. %
Distribution of Dutch Antillean immigrants
Sex
Male
Female
Age
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-64
38,643
40,325
14,739
45,389
64,977
51,226
49%
51%
8%
26%
37%
29%
344
444
44
179
197
221
44%
56%
7%
28%
31%
34%
4
13
4
6
4
0
24%
76%
29%
43%
29%
0%
274
259
85
113
126
209
51%
49%
16%
21%
24%
39%
503
569
57
265
323
427
47%
53%
5%
25%
30%
40%
Distribution of Moroccan immigrants  
Sex
Male
Female
Age
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-64
88,539
78,524
14,619
43,612
49,259
42,560
53%
47%
10%
29%
33%
28%
730
261
26
231
244
273
74%
26%
3%
30%
32%
35%
345
395
48
207
282
20
47%
53%
9%
37%
51%
4%
229
218
32
82
132
244
51%
49%
7%
17%
27%
50%
660
1040
54
514
692
440
39%
61%
3%
30%
41%
26%
Distribution of Turkish immigrants
Sex
Male
Female
Age
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-64
100,434
94,122
12,311
26,191
52,110
74,784
52%
48%
7%
16%
32%
45%
807
302
28
246
342
258
267%
27%
3%
28%
39%
30%
381
355
50
153
304
40
52%
48%
9%
28%
56%
7%
219
252
38
94
158
181
46%
54%
8%
20%
34%
38%
710
1123
72
483
799
479
39%
61%
4%
26%
44%
26%
Distribution of Surinamese immigrants
Sex
Male
Female
Age
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-64
 
83,678
101,606
13,863
16,589
15,503
23,212
 
45%
55%
20%
24%
22%
34%
 
418
565
4
147
299
333
 
43%
57%
1%
19%
38%
43%
 
12
11
1
1
17
1
 
52%
48%
5%
5%
85%
5%
 
193
201
21
56
118
199
 
96%
51%
5%
14%
30%
51%
 
535
630
9
197
431
528
 
46%
54%
1%
17%
37%
45%
Sources: SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, SIM-2011, Statistics Netherlands, 2016a.
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Table B.4: Descriptive Statistics Categorical Data.
% %
Welfare based-income
     Labor or self-employment
     Unemployment benefit
     Occupational disability benefit
     Social Assistance
     No personal income
Country of origin
     Dutch Antilles
     Morocco
     Turkey 
     Suriname
Education abroad
    Education obtained in Netherlands
    Education obtained abroad
Physically demanding profession
    No professional career
    Physically non-demanding
    Physically demanding
Membership formal social capital
    No membership
    Club or societal interest group - non or few
    Migrants’ or religious organization - non or few
    Club or societal interest group -  mostly
    Migrants’ or religious organization - mostly
 
64.2
4.8
10.8
12.0
8.2
17.7
30.4
32.5
19.4
62.4
37.6
12.6
70.0
17.4
63.2
11.2
2.0
10.5
13.1
Native Dutch friends
    No
    Yes
Country of origin friends 
    No
    Yes
Sex
    Female
    Male
Marital status
    Single
    Relationship 
    Cohabiting or married
    Divorced or widowed
Children in household
    None
    One or two
    Three or more
Dataset source
    SPVA-2002
    NELLS-2010
    SIM-2011
16.9
83.1
16.5
83.5
44.9
55.1
18.1
13.4
66.2
2.3
29.3
45.4
25.3
49.6
22.1
28.3
n = 6189
Sources: SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, SIM-2011
Table B.5: Descriptive Statistics Interval Data.
Range Mean  SE
Age (15-19 - 60-64 years)
Education (no education - university)
Dutch language proficiency (z-score)
1 - 10
1 - 8
-3.08 - 1.03
5.689
3.917
 -.220
.025
.026
.015
n = 6189
Sources: SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, SIM-2011
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Table B.6: Multinomial Logistic Regression Results of ‘No Income’ Category Model 1, Coefficients, 
Standard Errors, Significance Values, Odds Ratio.
b  (SE) Odds Ratio
H
U
M
AN
Education (ref. obtained in Netherlands)
    Obtained abroad
Job (ref. physically non-demanding)
    Physically demanding job
    No professional career
Dutch language proficiency ( z-score)
.128
.060
3.185
-.227
(.140)
(.266)
(.130)***
(.074)**
1.136
   1.061
24.173
    .797
SO
C
IAL
Dutch friends (ref. no)
    Dutch friends
Membership (ref. no membership)
    Club or societal interest group – non or few
    Migrants or religious organization – non or few
Country of origin friends (ref. no)
    Country of origin friends
Membership (ref. no membership
    Club or societal interest group – mostly
    Migrants or religious organization – mostly
-.431
-.531
-.922
-.125
-.207
-.296
(.156)**
(.273)*
(.542)
(.207)
(.258)
(.199)
    .650
    .588
    .398
    .883
    .813
    .744
C
O
N
T
RO
L
Country of origin (ref. Dutch Antilles)
    Morocco
    Turkey
    Suriname
Sex (ref. female)
    Male
Educational level
Marital status (ref. single)
    Relationship
    Cohabiting/married
    Divorced/widowed
Amount of children in household (ref. no)
   1 or 2 children household
   3 or more children household
Age
Dataset source (ref. SPVA-2002)
    NELLS-2010
    SIM-2011
Constant
.830
.610
-.158
-2.044
-.130
-.779
.838
.
-.304
.058
-.101
.618
1.710
-2.236
(.283)**
(.236)
(.220)***
(.158)***
(.289)**
(.370)*
(.225)***
.
(.188)
(.213)
(.037)**
(.215)**
(.177)***
(.381)***
  2.293
  1.840
    .854
    .130
    .878
    .459
  2.312
.
    .739
  1.060
    .904
   1.855
   5.527
Cox & Snell R2
-2LL (df )
.460 
9,894.098 (92)
Notes: Total n= 6189; Baseline model χ2  13,179.275; *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001.
Sources: SPVA-2002, NELLS-2010, SIM-2011.
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Table D.4: List of Variables Based on the MIFARE Questionnaire .
Variables Survey question
Listed below are various areas of government spending in the Netherlands. [Would you] like to see 
more or less government spending. Remember that if you say “much more”, it might require a tax 
increase to pay for it…
Support for public spending 
on unemployment benefits
1. Spend much less
2. Spend less
3. Spend the same as now
4. Spend more
5. Spend much more
o Can’t choose
Support for public spending 
on social assistance
1. Spend much less
2. Spend less
3. Spend the same as now
4. Spend more
5. Spend much more
o Can’t choose
Which of the following of Dutch benefits have you or has anyone of your family members in your in 
the Netherlands received within the last year?
Unemployment benefit 
recipient
o No 
o Yes, only me
o Yes, me personally and someone of my family members
o Yes, one of my family members only
Social assistance recipient
o No 
o Yes, only me
o Yes, me personally and someone of my family members
o Yes, one of my family members only
Educational level 
(ISCED-97)
What is the highest level of education you attain or attained in country of origin? 
What is the highest level of education you attain or attained in the Netherlands?
List of educational programs to choose from for each country of origin and receiving country 
available upon request.
Both answers were converted to the following ISCED ’97 educational levels
0. No formal education  
1. Primary education 4. Post secondary non-tertiary education 
2. Lower secondary education 5. Lower level tertiary education
3. Upper secondary education 6. Upper level tertiary
Household income
What is approximately your family household’s total income per month, after tax and compulsory 
deductions, from all sources?
 
1. > €600 7. €2000 − €2499
2. €600 − €799 8. €2500 − €2999
3. €800 − €999 9. €3000 − €3999
4. €1000 − €1349 10. €4000 − €4999
5. €1350 − €1649 11. < €5000
6. €1650 − €1999 
Sense of belonging We are also interested in your sense of belonging to different groups living in the Netherlands. How strong, would you say, is your sense of belonging to the people from [country of origin]?
Age In which year were you born?
Sex Are you a man or a woman?
Years resided in the 
Netherlands
In which year did you first move to the Netherlands to live here for more than 3 months?
Partner in household
Can you provide information for up to 7 family members who live with you in your household here 
in the Netherlands regarding what relation you have with them and how old they are?
o Partner/child/parent or parent-in-law/brother or sister/another relative
Amount of household 
members
Can you provide information for up to 7 family members who live with you in your household here 
in the Netherlands regarding what relation you have with them and how old they are?
o Partner/child/parent or parent-in-law/brother or sister/another relativeSource: Questionnaire MIFARE 2018.
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Table D.6: Descriptive Statistics after Multiple Imputation.
Mean SE  min max 
Dependent variables
   Support for public spending on unemployment benefit
   Support for public spending on social assistance
Self-interest
   Unemployment benefit recipient 
   Social assistance recipient
   Educational level (ISCED-97)
   Household income
Sense of belonging
   Sense of belonging to country of origin immigrants in Netherlands
Welfare group-interest
   Unemployment benefit participation rate 
   Social assistance participation rate 
Control variables
   Age
   Female (ref.cat male)
   Years resided in the Netherlands
   Partner in household (ref.cat. no partner)
   Amount of household members
   Welfare generosity (% of GDP)
2.865
3.080
.095
.062
4.309
7.006
3.280
6.272
5.020
38.100
.680
8.570
.655
2.480
.414
.924
.942
.294
.241
1.308
2.831
1.131
5.241
3.880
10.552
.467
6.906
.476
1.279
.223
1
1
0
0
0
1
1
1.6
.8
18
0
0
0
1
.02
5
5
1
1
6
11
5
20
17
75
1
30
1
8
.74
n = 2383
Note: Variables not mean-centred; statistics after multiple imputation in STATA and pooled results after Rubin’s rules.Source: MIFARE 2018
Table D.7: Descriptive Statistics per Country of Origin after Multiple Imputation.
Country of origin Unemployment 
benefit recipient
Social assistance 
recipient  
Educational level
ISCED-97
Household 
income 
China
Japan
Philippines 
Poland
Romania 
Russian Federation
Spain
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
  5.1%
  3.2%
  7.8%
23.4%
  5.4%
10.7%
10.1%
19.3%
  5.3%
  4.2%
  6.7%
  2.6%
  6.2%
  6.7%
  4.7%
  9.7%
  5.8%
13.2%
  2.7%
  1.2%
5
5
5
3
4
5
4
3
4
5
6
8
7
6
7
7
8
6
8
9
n = 2383
Note: Variables not mean-centred; statistics after multiple imputation in STATA and pooled results after Rubin’s rules.Source: MIFARE 2018
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Table D.8: OLS Regression ‘Support for Public Spending on Social Assistance’ with (Country of 
Origin) Clustered Standard Errors.
Model 3
b  (SE)
Self-interest
   Unemployment benefit recipient (ref. no recipient)
   Educational level1
   Household income1
Group-interest
   Unemployment benefit participation rate1
Sense of belonging
   Sense of belonging to country of origin immigrants in the Netherlands1
Sense of belonging interaction effects
   Unemployment benefit recipient * sense of belonging1
   Educational level * sense of belonging1
   Household income * sense of belonging1
   Unemployment benefit participation rate * sense of belonging1
Control variables
   Age1
   Female (ref. male)
   Years of residence in the Netherlands1
   Partner in household (ref. no partner)
   Amount of household members1
   Welfare generosity in country of origin1 
Intercept
.163
-.019
-.048
.016
.018
-.053
-.028
.003
-.000
-.000
-.055
-.010
.061
-.017
.186
3.142
 
( .105 )
( .015 )
( .010 ) **
 
( .005 ) *
 
( .023 )
 
( .049 )
( .013 )
( .007 )
( .003 )
 
( .002 )
( .042 )
( .004 )
( .049 )
( .017 )
( .107 )
( .080 ) ***
Variance explained by the model (Adj.R2)
n= 2383
5.3%
Notes: 1 Variable is mean-centered ; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p< .001.Source: MIFARE 2018.
Table D.9: OLS Regression ‘Support for Public Spending on Unemployment Benefits’ with (Country 
of Origin) Clustered Standard Errors.
Model 3
b  (SE)
Self-interest
   Social assistance recipient (ref. no recipient)
   Educational level1
   Household income1
Group-interest
   Social assistance participation rate1
Sense of belonging
   Sense of belonging to country of origin immigrants in the Netherlands1
Sense of belonging interaction effects
   Social assistance recipient (ref. no recipient)
   Educational level * sense of belonging1
   Household income * sense of belonging1
   Social assistance participation rate * sense of belonging1
Control variables
   Age1
   Female (ref. male)
   Years of residence in the Netherlands1
   Partner in household (ref. no partner)
   Amount of household members1
   Welfare generosity in country of origin1 
Intercept
.296
-.048
-.033
.006
.032
.058
-.011
.006
.004
-.001
-.084
-.000
.048
-.028
-.138
2.871
.074
.021
.010
.013
.016
.081
.018
.008
.004
.003
.035
.003
.032
.015
.360
.075
Variance explained by the model (Adj.R2)
n= 2383
3.0%
Notes: 1Variable is mean-centered ; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p< .001.Source: MIFARE 2018.
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Appendix E
Figure E.1: 
Benefit participation rates by country of origin in the Netherlands – 2015; Panel A: unemployment benefit; Panel B: social assistance. Source: MIFARE 2018
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Table E.6: Values of Variables Net Household Income and Obtained Educational Level .
Net household income ISCED ’97 educational level
1 > €600
2    €600 - €799
3    €800 - €999
4    €1000 - €1349
5    €1350 - €1649
6    €1650 - €1999
7    €2000 - €2499
8    €2500 - €2999
9    €3000 - €3999
10    €4000 - €4999
11 < €5000
0 No formal education
1 Primary education
2 Lower secondary education
3 Upper secondary education
4 Post secondary non-tertairy education
5 Lower level tertiary education
6 Upper level tertiary
n= 2383Source: questionnaire MIFARE 2018.
Table E.7: Labor-Market and Social Assistance Social Protection Expenditure by Guarantee for 
Working-Age Population, Divided by Unemployment Rate (% of GDP).
Country Indicator
Chinaa
Japan
Philippinesa
Poland
Romaniab 
Russian Federationa
Spain
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
1.90
2.26
0.27
3.56
2.48
2.90
7.40
0.24
4.07
2.85
n= 2383
Sources: International Labour Office (2014) and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2016); a source: Asian Development Bank (2016); b source: European Commission (2014).
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Achtergrond van de studie en de algemene doelstellingDe vraagstukken over de toename van het aantal immigranten in Europa en de te-verwachte-levensduur van de verzorgingsstaat zoals wij deze kennen zijn in het publieke debat onmiskenbaar met elkaar verbonden (e.g. Burgood, 2014; Mayda & Facchini, 2006). Die discussie wordt vooral aangezwengeld door de veronderstelling dat immigranten op de hoogte zijn van de sociale regelingen in hun Europese gastlanden en dat die regelingen de reden zijn voor hun migratiemotieven. Dit mechanisme wordt in de literatuur ook wel beschreven als een werking van de ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ (Borjas, 1999). De hypothese veronderstelt dat volwassen verzorgingsstaten, dat betekent staten met een uitgebreid sociaal vangnet, een zekere aantrekkingskracht hebben op immigranten door de sociale zekerheid die zij kunnen bieden. Hoewel er goede argumenten zijn voor en tegen de ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ (Römer, 2017), hebben onderzoekers nog maar weinig empirisch aandacht geschonken aan het perspectief van immigranten zelf. Dus de breed gedragen veronderstelling dat immigranten op de hoogte zijn van hun sociale rechten in het gastland en de mate waarin deze kennis hun houdingen ten opzichte van de verzorgingsstaat beïnvloedt is nog niet eerder nader onderzocht. Om die reden 
gaat dit proefschrift specifiek in op het perspectief van immigranten en is deze studie erop uit om een beter zicht te krijgen op hun steunbetuiging voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven in de Nederlandse context. Deze vragen worden steeds meer van belang. Enerzijds, omdat immigranten een steeds grotere rol zullen spelen in de legitimering van de sociale overheidsuitgaven in hun gastland. Anderzijds, is er een theoretisch belang bij het nader onderzoeken van hun steun voor de verzorgingsstaat. Immigranten hebben bij aankomst in hun gastland vaak nog geen volledige toegang tot alle sociale voorzieningen zoals de andere inwoners zonder migratie-achtergrond (Hooijer & Picot, 2015), waardoor ze een unieke positie 
binnen de verzorgingsstaat innemen. Ze zijn immers niet opgegroeid met, of gewend aan het de sociale zekerheid in hun gastland.   Om de onderzoeksvragen te kunnen beantwoorden heb ik samen met mijn collega’s van het Migrants’ Attitudes towards the Welfare State (MIFARE) 
project middels een gestratificeerde steekproef unieke enquêtegegevens verzameld onder 3.245 immigranten (eerste generatie migranten) uit 10 verschillende herkomstlanden in Nederland. De onderzochte groepen binnen deze studie verschillen aanzienlijk in vergelijking tot elkaar wat betreft hun 
uitkeringsafhankelijkheid en interesse in de sociale voorzieningen in het gastland (Bekhuis, Fage Hedegaard, Seibel, Degen & Renema, 2018), waardoor 
deze studie het gegeven onderkent dat immigranten niet per definitie één 
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uniforme groep vormen. In weerwil van vele migrantenstudies, die voornamelijk ingaan  op  de  meeste  kwetsbare  groepen,  bevindt  niet  iedere  immigrant  zich in  een  relatief  slechte  of  kwetsbare  positie  (Ooijevaar  &  Verkooijen,  2015). Door  rekening  te  houden  met  de  diversiteit  onder  immigranten,  ben  ik  in  dit proefschrift  in  staat  om  te  onderzoeken  of  verklaringen  van  steunbetuiging 
voor de sociale overheidsvoorzieningen afhankelijk zijn van de positie waarin immigrantengroepen verkeren.
  Voor het eerste empirische gedeelte van dit proefschrift zal ik het sociale voorzieningengebruik onder immigranten in Nederland meten en hun kennis over de sociale voorzieningen in Nederland nader onderzoeken. Om dit te kunnen bereiken  zal  ik  hun  positie  in  relatie  tot  de  volgende  sociale  voorzieningen analyseren:  werkloosheidsuitkering,  arbeidsongeschiktheidsuitkeringen, sociale  bijstand,  algemene  gezondheidszorg  en  basispensioen.  Deze voorzieningen  zijn  divers  qua  uitkeringsgerechtigheid  en  door  in  te  gaan op  een  breed  scala  van  voorzieningen  zal  ik  beter  in  staat  zijn  om  een  meer algemeen  beeld  te  vormen  van  de  positie  die  immigranten  innemen  binnen de verzorgingsstaat. Voor het tweede empirische gedeelte van dit proefschrift zal  ik  de  focus  leggen  op  de  sociaaleconomische  positie  van  immigranten  en wat voor gevolgen dit heeft voor hun steun voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven van  Nederland.  Daarbij  richt  ik  mij  in  het  bijzonder  op  hun  steun  voor  de overheidsuitgaven  aan  werkloosheidsuitkeringen  en  de  Bijstand,  aangezien beide voorzieningen zijn gericht op het verzorgen van een primair maandelijks inkomen terwijl de eisen om in aanmerking te komen voor deze voorzieningen aanzienlijk verschillen ten opzichte van elkaar.
Context
Sociale voorzieningenIn de literatuur worden de Nederlandse sociale voorzieningen vaak onderverdeeld in drie categorieën: werknemersverzekeringen (contribution-based), universele 
sociale voorzieningen en inkomensafhankelijke sociale voorzieningen (means- 
tested) (Laenen,  2008).  Ik  zal  in  deze  sectie  kort  de  sociale  voorzieningen uiteenzetten en beschrijven wanneer immigranten in aanmerking komen voor deze. Door de wettelijke maatregel het ‘koppelingsbeginsel’ hebben immigranten in  principe  hetzelfde  recht  op  de  Nederlandse  sociale  voorzieningen  als  alle andere inwoners zonder een migratie-achtergrond, maar er is een uitzondering en  dat  is  het  recht  op  Bijstand  welke  ik  onderstaand  verder  zal  uitleggen(Vreemdelingenwet 2000, 2017).
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 De Wet Werkloosheid (WW), de Wet Werk en Inkomen naar Arbeidsvermogen (WIA), Wet op de Arbeidsongeschiktheidsverzekering (WAO) zijn allemaal voorbeelden van werknemersverzekeringen. Deze (verplichte) sociale verzekeringen beschermen werknemers van rechtswege tegen werkloosheid of arbeidsongeschiktheid. Het recht op deze uitkeringen is echter gekoppeld aan het persoonlijke arbeidsverleden en behoeft een opbouw van een arbeidsverleden binnen Nederland (Van Oorschot, 2006b). Om die reden kunnen immigranten alleen in aanmerking komen voor deze uitkeringen wanneer zij voor een bepaalde periode in Nederland hebben gewerkt en daarbij belasting en premies hebben afgedragen. De algemene gezondheidszorg en het Nederlandse basispensioen (Algemene Ouderdomswet, AOW) zijn sociale voorzieningen met een universeel karakter. Dit betekent dat immigranten direct na registratie in de Basisregistratie Personen (BRP) recht hebben op deze sociale voorzieningen, mits de pensioengerechtigde leeftijd in het geval van 
het recht op de AOW. Tot slot, de Bijstand is een inkomensafhankelijke sociale verzekering die onder Participatiewet valt (voorheen Wet Werk en Bijstand). Deze sociale voorziening behoeft in het voorzien van een minimaal maandelijks inkomen en de inkomenstoets is gebaseerd op de inkomsten binnen het gehele huishouden.  Wanneer immigranten een beroep doen op de Bijstand terwijl zij nog een tijdelijke verblijfsvergunning in hun handen hebben, is er een kans dat hun verblijfsvergunning niet wordt verlengd. Echter zal na vijf jaar deze voorwaarde komen te vervallen en is het recht op de sociale bijstand hetzelfde 
voor alle inwoners, ongeacht geboorteland (Zorlu, 2011).
ImmigrantengroepenVolgens de cijfers van het Centraal Bureau van de Statistiek (2016a) is bijna 13% van de totale bevolking in Nederland in een ander land geboren. Ten minste 40% van deze groep komt uit een zogenaamd Westers land (Europa, Noord-Amerika, Oceanië, Indonesië en Japan) en bijna 60% komt uit een niet-
Westers land (Afrika, Latijns-Amerika, Azië [met uitzondering van Indonesië 
en Japan] en Turkije). Deze laatste groep wordt vaak aangemerkt als één van de meest zichtbare groepen binnen Nederland en tot op de dag van vandaag 
ligt er een grote academische focus op de immigranten afkomstig uit Turkije, Marokko, Suriname en de Nederlandse Antillen (e.g. Seibel & Van Tubergen, 
2013; Wittebrood & Andriessen, 2014; Zorlu, 2013). Dit komt door hun relatieve 
lagere arbeidsmarktparticipatie en hogere uitkeringsafhankelijkheid (Statistics Netherlands, 2014; Vrooman, Gijsberts & Boelhouwer, 2014; Wittebrood & Andriessen, 2014). Uit onderzoek blijkt dat hun risico op een uitkering 
zelfs groter is dan hun daadwerkelijk uitkeringsafhankelijkheid (Statistics 
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Netherlands, 2016a). Daarom zal ik in mijn proefschrift eerst de huidige stand van zaken met betrekking tot deze vier groepen uiteenzetten en toetsen welke 
factoren bijdragen aan hun uitkeringsafhankelijkheid. Daarna zal ik ingaan op een bredere groep van immigranten. Ik zal daarbij gebruik maken van de MIFARE data en deze methodologisch toepassen om de geformuleerde hypothesen te toetsen. Het is namelijk van belang om de verwachtingen te toetsen onder immigranten die zowel sociaaleconomische sterkere als wel zwakkere posities innemen, want op deze manier kan er een 
beter onderscheid gemaakt worden tussen immigrant-specifieke verklaringen en sociaaleconomische verklaringen. De MIFARE data omvatten groepen die zowel in hun aantallen van elkaar verschillen als wel in hun uitkeringsgebruik (Statistics Netherlands, 2018b). Het gaat om immigranten uit de volgende landen, uit zowel binnen als wel buiten de Europese Unie (met het aandeel inwoners uit hetzelfde herkomstland in percentages van het totaal aantal 
immigranten): China (2.47% [exclusief Hong Kong en Macau]), Groot-Britannië (2.44%), Japan (0.30%), Fillipijnen (0.65%), Polen (5.80%), Roemenië 
(0.87%), Rusland (0.33% [of Russisch grondgebied tijdens de Soviet Unie]), Spanje (1.28%), Turkije (10.33%), and de Verenigde Staten (1.21%) (Statistics Netherlands, 2018b). Echter verschillen deze groepen niet alleen in hun 
totale uitkeringsgebruik, maar ook in de mate waarin zij afhankelijk zijn van de verschillende soorten sociale voorzieningen in Nederland; zoals te zien in Figuur 1.2. Deze verschillen maken de empirische toetsing van de theoretische verwachtingen met betrekking tot de steun onder immigranten voor de Nederlandse verzorgingsstaat academisch interessant.
 
De theorieën en de drie overkoepelende onderzoeksvragenStudies die onderzoek verrichten naar de motieven van mensen over waarom ze bereid zijn om een deel van hun eigen inkomsten af te staan aan een betere economische herverdeling leggen veel nadruk op de verklaring van eigenbelang 
(e.g. Andreβ & Heien, 2001; Boeri et al., 2001; Jæger, 2006; Svallfors, 2012; 
Van Oorschot, 2002). Mensen die momenteel profijt hebben van de huidige inkomstenverdeling of de mensen die verwachten daar in de nabije toekomst 
profijt van te gaan hebben, zijn vaker geneigd om de herverdelingsmaatregelen van de staat te ondersteunen dan de mensen die er een economisch nadeel van zouden ondervinden en er dus eigenlijk op achteruit zouden gaan. Doordat migrantenstudies voornamelijk gefocust zijn op de meest kwetsbare 
groepen in de samenleving (e.g. Giulietti, Guzi, Kahanec & Zimmerman, 2013; 
Kenworthy, 1999; Zorlu, 2013), verwachten huidige empirische studies naar 
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verzorgingsstaatattituden vaak dat mensen met een migratie-achtergrond een grotere steun betuigen aan sociale overheidsuitgaven dan mensen zonder zo’n achtergrond (e.g. Blomberg et al., 2012). Hier moet de kanttekening bij worden geplaatst dat de meeste studies louter controleren voor de migratie-achtergrond 
van hun respondenten in plaats van dat ze specifiek immigranten onderzoeken, 
omdat zij veelal gebruik maken van enquêtedata zoals de European Social Survey 
(ESS). Deze enquêtes zijn bedoeld om de gehele populatie te reflecten, waardoor de steekproef onder immigranten relatief gelimiteerd blijft. Door niet uit te 
gaan van de veronderstelling dat immigranten per definitie sociaaleconomisch kwetsbaar zijn, draagt dit proefschrift bij aan de empirische toetsing van het breedgedragen eigenbelang-mechanisme onder immigranten. Dit proefschrift houdt echter niet alleen rekening met de verschillen tussen individuele immigranten, maar ook met de verschillen tussen groepen. Om die reden ga ik ook in op vraag of en wanneer het groepsbelang in relatie tot het sociale voorzieningengebruik van de groep van belang is onder immigranten. Deze vragen vormen een belangrijke tweede substantiële verklaring voor de, onder immigranten, individuele steunbetuiging voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven. Dit groepsmechanimse is binnen de verzorgingsstaatattitudenliteratuur 
enkele malen aangestipt middels Amerikaanse casussen (Luttmer, 2001; 
Luttmer & Singhal, 2011), maar heeft binnen de Europese literatuur nog weinig 
gehoor gevonden buiten de toetsing van hoe de definitie van de groep en de anti-immigratiehoudingen van mensen hun steun voor de verzorgingsstaat beïnvloeden (Breznau & Eger, 2016).  Daarnaast zal dit proefschrift nieuwe theoretische verklaringen voor de individuele steun voor de sociale voorzieningsuitgaven onder immigranten poneren. Om die reden zal ik benevens de toetsing van het eigen- en het groepsbelangmechanismen, ook onderzoeken hoe de verwachtingen over de (institutionele) toegang tot de sociale voorzieningen in Nederland voor de groep van invloed kunnen zijn op de individuele steun voor de sociale 
overheidsuitgaven; in het proefschrift gedefinieerd als de perceived welfare access-verklaring. In de sociologie wordt er vaak gewezen op het verband tussen de percepties die mensen van de werkelijkheid hebben en hoe deze percepties de meningen, houdingen en gedragingen van mensen kunnen beïnvloeden (Merton, 1994; Thomas &  Thomas, 1928). Het fundamentele begrip van percepties uit de sociologie heeft nog maar weinig aandacht gehad binnen de verzorgingsstaatattitudenliteratuur, ondanks de breedgedragen verwachting dat immigranten kennis hebben over hun toegang tot de sociale voorzieningen in hun gastland en dat deze kennis hun gebruik van de sociale voorzieningen beïnvloedt. Daarnaast onderzoek ik ook of de voorkeuren voor 
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de  toegang  tot  de  sociale  voorzieningen  voor  hun  groep  een  betekenisvolle
verklaring  is  voor  hun  steun;  verder  in  dit  proefschrift  gedefinieerd  als  depreferred  welfare  access-verklaring.  Door  de  verwachtingen  te  relateren  aande  wensen  van  immigranten,  verenig  ik  twee  onderzoeksvelden  met  elkaar:de publieke opinieliteratuur en de verzorgingsstaatliteratuur. Deze laatste legtvaak de nadruk op hoe de verwachtingen van de taken van de verzorgingsstaatde  individuele  steun  voor  de  verzorgingsstaatuitgaven  kunnen  beïnvloeden(e.g. Fleischaker, 2004; Pierson, 1996; Roemer, 1996).Het laatste doel van dit proefschrift is om een beter zicht te krijgen opwelke aspecten van belang zijn om immigranten van elkaar te onderscheiden
in de mate van hun sociale voorzieningenafhankelijkheid en in de mate dat zijgeïnformeerd zijn over de toegang tot deze sociale voorzieningen. Deze aspectenvormen  namelijk  de  twee  essentiële  verklaringen  van  de  immigrantensteunvoor  de  sociale  overheidsuitgaven  binnen  dit  proefschrift.  Om  die  redenbehoeven zij nader onderzoek, zodat we beter kunnen begrijpen voor wie dekennis  van  de  Nederlandse  sociale  voorzieningen  het  meeste  van  belang  is;en  voor  wie  de  kans  het  grootst  is  dat  de  verwachtingen  met  betrekking  totde  groep’s  toegang  tot  de  sociale  voorzieningen  het  meest  overeenkomenmet  de  werkelijke  situatie.  Bovendien  zal  deze  exploratie  ook  verder  inzicht
verschaffen over wie meer of minder bevattelijk is om uitkeringsafhankelijk teworden. Om een antwoord te kunnen geven op deze vragen bouw ik voort op deeconomische integratieliteratuur, waar de rol van menselijk en sociaal kapitaal
vaak wordt benadrukt; en in het bijzonder de rol van gastlandspecifiek kapitaal(e.g. Becker & Chiswick, 1966; Chiswick, 1979; Coleman, 1990; Espenshade &
Fu, 1997; Heath & Yu, 2005; Lancee, 2012; Nannestad, Svendsen & Svendsen,
2008; Seibel & Van Tubergen, 2013; Van Tubergen, 2006; Zeng & Xie, 2004).De kapitaaltheorie gaat ervan uit dat mensen rationele wezens zijn die erbewust voor kiezen om vaardigheden aan te leren of om sociale contacten metandere aan te gaan om er economisch op vooruit te gaan (Becker & Chiswick,
1966).  Eerdere  studies  die  specifiek  ingaan  op  de  arbeidsmarktkansenvan  immigranten  hebben  dan  ook  aangetoond  dat  in  het  bijzonder  het 
gastlandspecifieke kapitaal een afdoende verklarende factor is om deze kansen
in te schatten (bijv. Chiswick, 1979; Lancee, 2012; Zorlu, 2013). In dit  proefschrift ga  ik  een  stap  verder  om  te  stellen  dat  immigranten  niet  alleen  investeren in hun arbeidsmarktkansen  wanneer  zij  vaardigheden  aanleren  of  sociale  contacten opdoen  die  specifiek  zijn  van  het  gastland,  maar  dat  zij 
gedurende  deze processen ook kennis, bronnen en contacten opdoen die hen kunnen  bijstaan  wanneer  zij  de  weg  naar  het  sociale  overheidsvangnet  proberen  te  vinden.  Om  die   reden   zal   deze   studie   onderzoeken   wie   een  grotere  kans  heeft  om  beter 
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geïnformeerd te raken over hun groep’s toegang tot de sociale voorzieningen 
in Nederland en, bij een gebrek aan gastlandspecifiek kapitaal, wie een grotere 
kans heeft om uitkeringsafhankelijk te raken. Deze bijdragen gecombineerd zal ik in dit proefschrift beantwoorden middels de volgende drie onderzoeksvragen (zie Figuur 1.3 voor het conceptuele raamwerk van dit proefschrift):
1. In hoeverre kan het menselijk en sociaal kapitaal dat specifiek is voor 
het gastland het gebruik van sociale voorzieningen en de kennis van de 
institutionele groep’s toegang tot deze onder immigranten verklaren?
2. In hoeverre kunnen het eigen- en het groepsbelang van immigranten hun 
individuele steun voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven verklaren?
3. In hoeverre kunnen de welfare access perceptions (verwachtingen) en welfare 
access preferences (wensen) betreffende de institutionele groep’s toegang tot 
de sociale voorzieningen de individuele steun voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven 
verklaren onder immigranten?
Algemene bevindingen en antwoorden op de drie onderzoeksvragen
Menselijk en sociaal kapitaal: het gebruik en kennis van sociale voorzieningenIn de eerste empirische studie van dit proefschrift (hoofdstuk 2) 
onderzocht ik de kansen voor immigranten om afhankelijk te zijn van een werkloosheidsuitkering (WW), arbeidsongeschiktheidsuitkering (WAO, WIA, 
Ziektewet) of de sociale bijstand (Bijstand). De resultaten lieten zien dat 
immigranten met meer gastlandspecifiek kapitaal niet alleen succesvoller zijn op de arbeidsmarkt, maar dat zij ook een verkleinde kans hebben om 
afhankelijkheid te zijn van één de onderzochtte uitkeringen. Deze bevinding 
ondersteunt de verwachting dat het opdoen van gastlandspecifiek kapitaal 
een breder begrip van uitkeringsafhankelijkheid beïnvloedt dan tot nu toe is 
aangetoond. Zowel menselijk als wel sociaal kapitaal konden de verschillen tussen immigranten verklaren, maar zij oefenden een verschillende invloed 
uit op de diverse vormen van uitkeringsafhankelijkheid. Met als belangrijkste resultaat: immigranten met een minimale beheersing van de Nederlandse taal of zij die geen of weinig sociale contacten met mensen hebben die in 
Nederland geboren zijn, lopen een groter risico om afhankelijk te raken van een Bijstandsuitkering. Tegelijkertijd waren de resultaten wat betreft het effect van 
gastlandspecifiek kapitaal op uitkeringsafhankelijkheid onder immigranten die geen eigen inkomen genereren minimaal. Ik vond alleen steun voor de stelling dat een lidmaatschap bij een religieuze of migrantenorganisatie met 
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een Nederlandse meerderheid, immigranten helpt bij het succesvol aanvragen van een arbeidsongeschiktheidsuitkering. Samengevat geven de resultaten aan 
dat immigranten met gastlandspecifiek menselijk en sociaal kapitaal betere kansen hebben op de arbeidsmarkt, maar dat de impliciete veronderstelling dat 
immigranten met meer gastlandspecifiek kapitaal ook betere kansen hebben om de benodigde kennis of vaardigheden op te doen om hun weg te vinden in de Nederlandse verzorgingsstaat niet wordt ondersteund. Voor de tweede empirische studie (hoofdstuk 3) heb ik mij gericht 
op de rol van gastlandspecifiek menselijk en sociaal kapitaal in relatie tot de kans om meer kennis op te doen over de groep’s toegang tot de sociale voorzieningen in Nederland. Voor deze studie ging ik dieper in op de vraag wie meer geneigd is om te weten wanneer hun groep na aankomst in Nederland toegang heeft tot de publieke gezondheidszorg, het pensioensysteem (AOW), een werkloosheidsuitkering (WW) en de Bijstand. De antwoorden van de respondenten konden variëren van directe toegang bij aankomst (onvoorwaardelijke toegang) tot het permanent uitgesloten worden van toegang, met de drie volgende verschillende voorwaarden tussenin: een langere verblijfsperiode, een arbeidsverleden, of middels het verkrijgen van de Nederlandse nationaliteit. Voor de analyses heb ik ook gecontroleerd voor de individuele en groepsbelangen in het gebruik van de voorgestelde sociale voorzieningen. De resultaten van deze studie toonden aan dat immigranten over het algemeen goed op de hoogte waren van hun toegang tot de publieke gezondheidszorg en de WWvoorzieningen, ongeacht hun herkomstland. Daar staat tegenover dat zij minder geneigd waren om goed op de hoogte te zijn van hun toegang tot de arbeidsongeschiktheidsuitkeringen en de sociale bijstand. De bevindingen lieten tegelijkertijd zien dat binnen bepaalde groepen een sterke tendens bestond om de toegang voor hun groep te over- of onderschatten. 
 Zo verwachten Amerikaanse immigranten relatief gezien een meer-voorwaardelijke toegang in vergelijking tot de immigranten uit de andere herkomstlanden, terwijl onder de Turkse immigranten eerder een weinig-gelimiteerde toegang werd verwacht. Deze bevindingen ondersteunen de idee dat de gevonden groepsverschillen van belang zijn. Een verdere bevinding in 
deze studie toonde aan dat zowel gastlandspecifiek menselijk kapitaal als wel de individuele behoefte voor de sociale voorziening weinig tot geen effect hadden op de kennis onder immigranten. Ik vond alleen bewijs voor de verwachting dat het opleidingsniveau van immigranten en hun beheersing van de Nederlandse taal een positieve invloed hebben; echter konden deze resultaten niet gegenereerd 
worden naar een bredere definitie van kennis. De studie toonde tegelijkertijd 
een gevarieerd patroon aan in termen van hoe gastlandspecifiek sociaal kapitaal 
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de uitkomst kan beïnvloeden. Hoewel het uitkeringsgebruik onder familieleden of andere immigranten uit hetzelfde herkomstland een positieve uitwerking bleken te hebben op kennis, leken vrienden hen geen goede dienst te bewijzen in dat opzicht. 
Individuele steun voor sociale voorzieningsuitgaven: de invloed van eigen- en 
groepsbelangVoor het tweede deel van mijn proefschrift onderzocht ik de immigrantensteunbestuiging aan de overheidsuitgaven aan de WW en de Bijstand. In hoofdstuk 4 toetste ik in welke mate de eigen- en groepsbelangen qua sociale voorzieningengebruik de houdingen van immigranten kunnen verklaren. Tevens exploreerde ik of er groepsverschillen waren. De resultaten lieten zien dat het eigenbelang onder immigranten met betrekking tot hun individuele behoefte aan de sociale voorzieningen in kwestie een cruciale voorspeller is voor hun steun; met name het maandelijkse huishoudelijke inkomen bleek een essentiële factor. Dit betekent dat ook onder immigranten een verlaagd risico op het gebruik van sociale voorzieningen afdoet aan hun steun voor sociale overheidsuitgaven. Verdere resultaten toonden tevens aan dat het belang van de groep ertoe doet. Deels door de verschillen tussen groepen, berekend als het percentage van het aantal verzekerden binnen elke groep, met betrekking tot de steun voor de overheidsuitgaven aan de sociale bijstand. Deels door de individuele verschillen tussen immigranten in de mate dat ze zich verbonden voelen met de andere immigranten uit hun herkomstland; in relatie tot hun steunbetuiging voor de overheidsuitgaven aan werkloosheidsuitkeringen. Deze twee indicatoren bleken relevante voorspellers voor de individuele houdingen onder immigranten binnen de meeste groepen. Hoewel de groepsverschillen 
statistisch significant waren, bleken ze niet substantieel groot of leken deze ook niet de gemiddelde steun tussen de groepen der mate te beïnvloeden dat 
deze per definitie het eigenbelangmechanisme zou kunnen onderdrukken. Het leek er eerder op dat er eerst een drempel van kwetsbaarheid overschreden zou moeten worden, voordat het groepsbelang er toe zou doen. In tegenstelling tot de verwachtingen, had de mate van verbondenheid met de groep ook geen werking op de samenhang tussen de eigen- of het groepsbelang en de individuele steunbetuiging voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven.
Individuele steun voor sociale voorzieningsuitgaven: verwachtingen en wensen De empirische studie in hoofdstuk 5 gaf antwoord op de vraag in hoeverre de verwachte en gewenste aanmerking (na migratie) voor de WW en de Bijstand in Nederland van belang zijn voor de steun voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven aan 
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deze twee voorzieningen. Uit de bevindingen bleek dat wanneer immigranten denken dat ze vanaf aankomst een weinig- tot minder-voorwaardelijke toegang tot de WW en sociale bijstand hebben, zij meer steun betuigen aan de overheidsuitgaven aan deze twee sociale voorzieningen. Tevens duidden de overige resultaten aan dat immigranten hun verwachtingen in relatie lijken te brengen met hun wensen om in aanmerking te komen voor deze sociale voorzieningen. De resultaten lieten zien dat een discrepantie tussen hun verwachtingen van, en hun wensen voor, de groep’s toegang tot de WW en Bijstand hun steun voor de sociale overheidsuitgaven beïnvloedde. Wanneer er een minder-voorwaardelijke toegang dan in hun geschetste verwachting werd gewenst, betuigen immigranten meer steun voor sociale overheidsuitgaven; maar wanneer er een meer-voorwaardelijke toegang dan in hun geschetste verwachting wordt gewenst, neem deze steun af. Deze studie liet verder zien dat onder Turkse en Chinese immigranten de minst-voorwaardelijke toegang werd verwacht, terwijl onder Russische en Amerikaanse immigranten de meest-voorwaardelijke toegang werd verwacht. Deze groepsresultaten leken echter niet direct verbonden te zijn met de mate van gewenste toegang. Bijvoorbeeld, in plaats van onder Amerikaanse immigranten, waren de grootste percentages van immigranten die liever een meer-voorwaardelijke toegang dan hun geschetste verwachting te vinden onder Russische en Britse immigranten. 
Conclusie Een veronderstelling die breed gedragen wordt in het publieke debat is dat immigranten naar Europa komen om daar te genieten van de voorzieningen die door het sociale vangnet worden aangeboden. In de literatuur staat deze veronderstelling ook wel bekend als de ‘welfare magnet hypothesis’ (Borjas, 1999). In het kader van deze discussie heeft dit proefschrift als eerste op grote schaal onderzocht of immigranten eigenlijk wel op de hoogte zijn van wanneer zij na migratie in aanmerking komen voor de sociale voorzieningen in Nederland en in hoeverre hun steun voor de Nederlandse sociale overheidsgaven is verdeeld.  Uit de algemene bevindingen van dit proefschrift is gebleken dat de steun voor sociale overheidsuitgaven onder immigranten voor een groot deel middels het eigenbelang-mechanisme verklaard kan worden. De resultaten 
lieten zien dat het eigen belang vooral lijkt te worden geïdentificeerd middels het maandelijkse huishoudelijke netto-inkomen. Wanneer het maandelijke huiselijke inkomen hoger wordt, betuigen immigranten minder steun aan de 
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verdere sociale overheidsuitgaven aan werkloosheidsuitkeringen en sociale bijstand. Dit resultaat laat zien dat immigranten niet afwijken van inwoners zonder migratie-achtergrond met betrekking tot hun individuele investeringen in risicovermijding. De eerdere werken die de algemene publieke steun voor sociale overheidsuitgaven onderzochten, toonden ook al aan dat mensen vaker dan niet alleen geneigd zijn om meer te investeren in het sociale welzijn van anderen, wanneer ze hier zelf beter van worden of wanneer zij ook meer risico lopen om in de toekomst in aanmerking te komen voor sociale steun (Chung & Meuleman, 2017; Gelissen, 2002b; Jӕger, 2006; Svallfors, 2004; Svallfors, 2012). Dit proefschrift liet ook zien dat er ook een groepsbelang 
is waar de individuele steun voor sociale overheidsuitgaven van afhangt. Echter was de omvang van het effect klein en leek deze een zekere mate van sociaaleconomische groepskwetsbaarheid te vereisen voordat de individuele steun van de groepsleden beïnvloed kan worden.  Dit proefschrift heeft verder aangetoond dat de verwachtingen van, en de wensen voor de (groep’s) toegang tot sociale voorzieningen invloed hebben op de individuele steun onder immigranten voor sociale overheidsuitgaven. Misschien de meest belangrijke bevinding is dat immigranten zich niet persé solidair opstellen ten opzichte van hun groepsleden. Wanneer zij liever een meer-voorwaardelijke toegang tot de WW of Bijstand hadden willen zien dan zij hadden verwacht, vermindert dit hun steunbetuiging voor de overheidsuitgaven aan deze sociale voorzieningen. Op zichzelf is de bevinding niet eigenaardig, maar het is wellicht onverwacht dat in elke groep een deel graag hun groep’s toegang beperkter had willen zien. Deze bevinding is in overeenstemming met andere patronen die onder immigranten gevonden zijn met betrekking tot hun houding ten opzichte van nieuwkomers en lijkt een acculturatiepatroon te weerspiegelen dat overeenkomt met de bevolking zonder migratie-achtergrond 
(Van der Zwan, Bles & Lubbers, 2017).  De resultaten van dit proefschrift hebben ook laten zien dat immigranten niet zo goed geïnformeerd blijken te zijn als vaak wordt gesuggereerd. Hoewel toekomstige studies er goed aan doen om een breder begrip van sociale voorzieningenkennis te onderzoeken, lieten de bevindingen zien dat immigranten voornamelijk weten wanneer zij in aanmerking komen voor de WW of de algemene gezondheidszorg, maar dat de aanmerkingsvoorwaarden voor de meer betwistbare sociale voorzieningen zoals de sociale bijstand grotendeels onbekend waren. Daarnaast heb ik laten zien dat hoewel 
immigranten met meer menselijk en sociaal gastlandspecifiek kapitaal, autochtone vrienden of een beter begrip van de Nederlandse taal, een lager 
risico lopen om uitkeringsafhankelijkheid te worden, maar dat deze bronnen hen niet noodzakelijkerwijs helpen om meer kennis te vergaren over wanneer 
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zij in aanmerking komen voor een sociale voorziening, mochten zij deze nodig hebben. Dit brengt immigranten in een lastig pakket, omdat dit suggereert dat de (in sociaaleconomische termen) meest kwetsbare immigranten het grootste risico lopen om in een situatie van armoede terecht te komen. Het betekent ook dat het voor deze groep moeilijk is om structurele armoede te vermijden, welke nu juist voorkomen kan worden door sociale steun te bieden op het juist moment (Razin & Wahba, 2015).
Implicaties voor beleidsmakersTot slot, de bevindingen van dit proefschrift hebben verschillende implicaties die beleidsmakers kunnen helpen met het formuleren van sociaal beleid in relatie tot het toenemende aantal van immigranten. Ten eerste, het geven van een betere voorlichting over de sociale voorzieningen in Nederland zou immigranten kunnen helpen met hun zoektocht naar informatie over hun rechten in Nederland. Welke in het bijzonder van belang is voor de sociale 
arbeidsverzekeringen zoals de WIA en de Ziektewet. De verschillende trajecten van deze arbeidsongeschiktheidsverzekeringen zijn gecompliceerd en wanneer immigranten arbeidsongeschikt raken is het wellicht onverstandig dat deze 
groep afhankelijk is van de informatie die buitenom de overheid wordt gegeven 
(en voorkomt tegelijkertijd dat zij afhankelijk raken van de informatie gegeven door de werkgevers). Hoewel de Nederlandse staat al informatie verstrekt over het sociale zekerheidsstelsel, zelfs in meerdere talen, is veel gedetailleerde informatie alleen in het Nederlands te vinden, wat het zoeken naar de juiste informatie bemoeilijkt (zoals ook blijkt uit de voorlopige resultaten van het 
TRANSWEL-project dat onder immigranten hun meningen en standpunten 
over hun gastland’s sociale zekerheidsstelsel onderzoekt [Regös, 2018]). Op basis van de overige resultaten van dit proefschrift zou ik graag de volgende beleidsaanbeveling willen communiceren: organiseer bijeenkomsten in buurtcentra, verenigingen of sportclubs, want de resultaten van dit proefschrift tonen aan dat immigranten die al lid zijn van zo’n soort club of vereniging (vooral wanneer het grote deel van de leden geen migratie-achtergrond heeft) een verhoogde kans hebben om beter geïnformeerd te zijn over de voorwaarden om in aanmerking te komen voor sociale steun. Tevens zal dit ook meer maatschappelijke betrokkenheid creeën onder immigranten. Door 
bijvoorbeeld clublidmaatschappen ook financieel aantrekkelijker te maken, zullen immigranten eerder de steun vinden die ze nodig hebben en daardoor 
hoogstwaarschijnlijk afzien van langdurige sociale staatssteun (Kanas, 2011).

References
References
194
References 
Aarøe, L. & Petersen, M.B. (2014). Crowding out culture: Scandinavians and    Americans agree on social welfare in the face of deservingness cues. The 
  Journal of Politics, 76(3), 684-697.Alba, R. & Victor, N. (2003). Remaking the American mainstream: Assimilation and 
 contemporary immigration. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.Aguilera, M.B. (2005). The impact of social capital on the earnings of Puerto Rican  migrants. The Sociological Quarterly, 46(4), 569-592.Aizer,  A. & Currie, J. (2004). Networks or neighborhoods? Correlations in the use of  public-funded maternity care in California. Journal of Public Economics, 
 88(12), 2573-2585.Alesina, A., Baqir, R., & Easterly, W. (1999). Public goods and ethnic division. The 
 Quarterly Journal of Economics, 114(4), 1243-1284.
Andreβ, H. J. & Heien, T. (2001). Four worlds of welfare state attitudes? A  Comparison of Germany Norway and the United States. European 
 Sociological Review, 17(4), 337-356.Andriessen, I., Dagevos, J. Nievers, E. & Boog, I. (2007). Discriminatiemonitor Niet- 
 Westerse Allochtonen op de Arbeidsmarkt  2007 [Report]. The Netherlands 
 Institute for Social Research, NL, November.Arts, W. & Gelissen, J. (2002). Three worlds of capitalism or more? A state-of-the-art  report. Journal of European Social Policy, 12(2), 137-158.Asian Development Bank (2016). ADB Social protection index database [Dataset 
 and Online Query]. Retrieved from: https://spi.adb.org/spidmz/index.  jsp.
Bargain, O., Immervoll, H. & Viitamäki, H. (2010). No claim, no pain. Measuring the  non-take-up of social assistance using register data. The Journal of Economic 
 Inequality, 10(3), 375-395.Bean, C.  &  Papadakis, E. (1998). A comparison of mass attitudes towards the   welfare state in different institutional regimes, 1985-1990.   International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 10(3), 211-236. Becker,  U. (2000). Welfare state development and employment in the   Netherlands in comparative perspective, Journal of European Social  
 Policy, 10(3), 219-239.Becker, G.S. & Chiswick, B.R. (1966). Education and the distribution of earnings.  American Economic Review, 56, 358-369.Bekhuis, H. & Fage Hedegaard, T. (2018). Design and content of the MIFARE study 
 [Research report]. Radboud University Nijmegen, Netherlands. Bekhuis, H., Fage Hedegaard, T., Seibel, V., Degen, D. & Renema, J. (2018). MIFARE 
195
  study – Migrants’ welfare state attitudes [Dataset]. DANS (Data Archiving 
 and Network Services). KNAW.Bennett, N.S., Dunne, E. & Carre, C. (2000). Skills development in higher 
 education and employment. Philadelphia: Society for Research into  Higher Education & Open University Press.
Blomberg, H., Kallio, J., Kangas, O., Kroll, C., & Niemelä, M. (2012). Attitudes  among high-risk groups. In S. Svallfors (Ed) Contested  welfare   states 
 welfare attitudes in Europe and beyond. Stanford (CA): Stanford  University Press.
Bobo, L. & Kluegel, J.R. (1993). Opposition to race-targeting: Self-interest, 
 stratification, ideology, or racial attitudes? American Sociological 
 Review, 60, 293−303.Borjas, G. (1999). The economic analysis of immigration. In O. Ashenfelter & D.  Card (Eds). Handbook of Labor Economics. Amsterdam (NL): North  Holland - Elsevier.Bourdieu, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In J. Richardson (Ed.) Handbook of 
 Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education. New York (NY):  Greenwood.
Breidahl, K.N. & Larsen, C.A. (2016). The myth of unadaptable gender roles:  Attitudes towards women’s paid work among immigrants across 30  European countries. Journal of European Social Policy, 26(5), 387-401.
Brewer, M. B. & Silver, M. (2000). Group distinctiveness, social identification, and  collective mobilization. In: S. Stryker, T. J. Owens, & R. W. White (Eds.),  Self, identity, and social movements (pp. 153−171). Minneapolis (MN):  University of Minnesota Press.Breznau, N. & Eger, M.A. (2016). Immigrants presence, group boundaries and  support for the welfare state in Western European societies. Acta 
 Sociologica, 59(3), 195-214.Burgoon, B. (2014). Immigration, integration and support for redistribution in  Europe. World Politics, 66(3), 365-405.
Busemeyer, M.R. & Neimanns, E. (2017). Conflictive preferences towards social  investments and transfers in mature welfare states: The cases of    
 employment benefits and childcare provision. Journal of European   
 Social Policy, 27(3), 229-246.
Cameron, A.C. & Miller, D.L. (2015). A practitioner’s guide to cluster-robust  inferences. The Journal of Human Resources, 50(2), 317−372.
Castles, F.G. Leibfried, S.L. Lewis, J. Obinger, H. & Pierson, C. (2010). The Oxford 
 handbook of the welfare state. Oxford (UK): Oxford University Press.Castles, S., Miller, M.J. & Ammendola, G. (2003). The age of migration: International 
References
196
 population movements in the modern world. New York (NY): The Guilford  Press.Chiswick, B.R. (1979). The economic progress of immigrants: Some apparently  universal patterns. In W. Fellner (Ed.) Contemporary economic problems.  Washington (DC): American Enterprise Institute.
Chiswick, B.R. & Miller, P.W. (2002). Immigrant earnings: Language skills,  linguistic concentrations and the business cycle. Journal of Population 
 Economics, 15(1), 31-57.Chung, H. & Meuleman, B. (2017). European parent’s attitudes toward public  childcare provision. The role of current provisions, interests, and  ideologies. European Societies, 19(1), 49-68.
Chung, H. & Taylor-Gooby, P. & Leruth, B. (2018). Political legitimacy and welfare  state futures: Introduction. Social Policy & Administration, 1-12.  DOI: 10.1111/spol.12400Coleman, J. (1990). The foundations of social theory. Cambridge (MA): Harvard  University Press.
Collins, R.L. (1996). For better or worse: The impact of upward social  comparison on self-evaluations. Psychological Bulletin, 119(1), 51-69. 
Currie, J. (2004). The take up of social benefits. [Working paper for Eugene 
 Smolensky, Berkely, December 12, 2013]. Cambridge (MA): National  bureau of economic research.De Giorgi, G. & Pellizzari, M. (2006). Welfare migration in Europe and the cost of a  harmonized social assistance. IZA discussion paper no. 2094, April 2006.
De Graaf, P.M., M. Kalmijn, G. Kraaykamp & Monden, C.W.S. (2010). Design and 
 content of the Netherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Study (NELLS) [Data file 
 and codebook]. Tilburg and Nijmegen, Netherlands.
De Graaf-Zijl, M., Josten, E., Boeters, S., Eggink, E., Bolhaar, J., Ooms, I., Den Ouden,  A. & Woittiez, I. (2015). De Onderkant van de Arbeidsmarkt in 2025 [The 
 lower end of the labour market in 2025] [Report]. Den Haag (NL): The  Netherlands Institute for Social Research.
De Graaf, P.M., Kalmijn, M. Kraaykamp, G. & Monden, C.W.S. (2010). Design and 
 content of the Netherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Study (NELLS) [Data file 
 and codebook]. Tilburg and Nijmegen, Netherlands.
De Graaf-Zijl, M., Josten, E., Boeters, S., Eggink, E., Bolhaar, J., Ooms, I., Den Ouden,  A. & Woittiez, I. (2015). De Onderkant van de Arbeidsmarkt in 2025    (Report). Den Haag: The Netherlands Institute for Social Research.
De Koning, J. & Gijsberts, M. (2002). Sociale positie en voorzieningengebruik 
 van allochtonen 2002 – SPVA 2002 [Datafile]. Retrieved from DANS.  DOI: 10.17026/dans-xdt-cynn.
197
Dijkhoff, M. & Pereira, J. (2010). Language and education in Aruba, Bonaire and 
 Curaçao. In B. Migge, I. Léglise & A. Bartens (Eds). Creoles in education: 
 An Appraisal of current programs and projects. Amsterdam (NL): John  Benjamins Publishing. Dinesen, P.T. (2012). Does generalized (dis)trust travel? Examining the impact of  cultural heritage and destination-country environment on trust of  immigrants. Political Psychology, 33(4), 495-511. Duleep, H.O. & Regets, MC. (1999). Immigrants and human-capital investment.  American Economic Review, 89(2), 168-191.Employee Insurance Agency (2016). Ik ben ziek [I am ill], March 2016. Retrieved  from: //uwv.nl/particulieren/ziek/index.aspx.
Espenshade, T.J. & Fu, H. (1997). An analysis of English-language proficiency among  U.S. immigrants. American Sociological Review, 62, 288-305.Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Princeton (NJ):  Princeton University Press.European Commission (2014). Mutual information system on social protection 
 (MISSOC). Retrieved from: http://www.coe.int/t/dg3/socialpolicies/  socialsecurity/missceo/missceo_EN.asp.European Commission (2017). Your social security rights in the 
 Netherlands [Report]. Retrieved from: http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.  jsp?catId=858&langId=en. Eurostat (2014). Eurostat living conditions and welfare: Social protection database 
 (ESSPROS) (Luxembourg 2013) [dataset]. Retrieved from:  http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/social-protection/overview.Eurostat (2018). Migration and migrant population statistics, modified January 12, 
 2018 [Report]. Retrieved from: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-  explained/index.php/Migration _and_migrant_population_statistics.Fage Hedegaard, T. & Bekhuis, H. (2018). A migration effect? Comparing the  acculturation of Russian migrant populations in Western Europe to  Russians in three former soviet countries on attitudes towards  government responsibility. Comparative Migration Studies, 6.  DOI: 10.1186/s40878-018-0072-8. Figlio, D.N., Hamersma, S. & Roth, J. (2015). Information Shocks and the Take-Up of  Social Programs, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 34(4),  781-804. Fleischhacker, S. (2004). A short history of distributive justice. Harvard (MA):  Harvard University Press.
Foster, L. (2017). Young people and attitudes towards pension planning. Social 
 Policy and Society, 16(1), 65-80.
References
198
   
       
 
    
    
  
    
   
    
  
         
  
    
    
 
Fridberg, T. & Kangas, O. (2008). The welfare state, poverty and social exclusion
  In:  H.  Ervasti,  T.  Fridberg,  M. Hjerm   &  R.  Ringdal  (Eds.).  Nordic   social  
attitudes  in  a  European  perspective  (pp.  22−47). Cheltenhamn, 
Northampton: Edward Elgar.Friedberg, R.M. (2000). You can’t take it with you? Immigrant assimilation and theportability  of  human  capital. Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  18(2),  221- 251.Geddes,  A.  (2003).  Migration  and  the  welfare  state  in  Europe. The  Political
Quarterly, 74(1), 150-162.Gelissen, J. (2000). Popular support for institutionalised solidarity: A comparisonbetween European welfare states. International Journal of Social Welfare,
9(4), 285-300.Gelissen,  J.  (2002a).  Popular  support  for  institutionalized  solidarity:  acomparison  between  European  welfare  states. International  Journal  of 
Social Welfare, 9(4), 285-300.Gelissen, J. (2002b). Worlds of welfare, worlds of consent? Public opinion on the
welfare state. Leiden: Brill.
Gijsberts, M. & Lubbers, M. (2014). Beheersing van de Nederlandse taal onderrecente migranten uit nieuwe EU-lidstaten en traditionele migratielanden
[Dutch language  proficiency  among  recent  migrants  from  new  EU 
memberstates  and  traditional  emigration  countries]. Sociologie,  10(1), 27-48.
Giulietti,  C.,  Guzi,  M.,  Kahanec,  M.  &  Zimmerman,  K.F.  (2013).  Unemployment
benefits and immigration: Evidence from the EU, International Journal of 
Manpower, 34(1), 24-38.Glaeser, E. & Ward, B. (2006). Myths and realities of American political geography.
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 20(2), 119−144.Gowricharn,  R.  (2002).  Integration  and  social  cohesion:  The  case  of  the
  Netherlands. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 28(2), 259-273. Groeneman, M., Boerma, W., Van den Berg, M., Groenewegen, P., De Jong, J. &             Van Ginneken,  E.  (2016).  The  Netherlands:  Health  system  review.
Health Systems in Transition, 18(2), 1-230.Groeneveld, S. & Weijers-Martens, Y. (2003). Minderheden in beeld: Sociale positie
en voorzieningengebruik van allochtonen 2002 [Codebook]. Rotterdam:Institute for Sociological Economic Research.
Guild, E., Carrera, S. & Eisele, K. (2013). Social Benefits and Migration: A Contested
Relationship and Policy Challenge in the EU. In E. Guild, S. Carrera & K. Eisele(Eds.) Social benefits and migration: A Contested relationship and policy 
challenge  in  the  EU.  Brussels  (BE):  Centre  for  European  Policy  Studies 
199
          
    
  
  
      
  
  
  
     
   
 
  
      
 
 
  
  
Paperbacks.Hasenfeld,  Y.  &  Rafferty,  J.A.  (1989).  The  determinants  of  public  attitudestoward the welfare state. Social Forces, 67(4), 1027-1048.Heath, A.F. & Yu, S. (2005). Explaining ethnic minority disadvantage. In A. Heath,J. Ermish, & D. Gallie (Eds.) Understanding Social Change. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Heath, A. F., Rothon, C., & Kilpi, E. (2008). The second generation in Western Europe:Education, unemployment and occupational attainment. Annual Review of 
Sociology, 34, 211−235.
Hedegaard, T.F. & Larsen, C.A. (2014). How proximate and visible policies shapeself-interest, satisfaction, and spending support: The case of public service 
production. In S. Kumlin & I. Stadelmann-Steffen (Eds) How welfare states 
shape  the  democratic  public:  Policy  feedback,  participation,  voting,  and 
attitudes. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.
Hedegaard, T.F. & Larsen, C.A. (2017). Coming to Denmark: Americans’ adaption tosocial democratic institutions. CCWS Working Paper.
Hernanz, V., Malherbet, F. and Pellizzari, M. (2004). Take-Up of Welfare Benefits in
OECD  Countries:  A  Review  of  the  Evidence  [Working  Paper].  OECD 
Publishing, Paris: OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working papers 
17. DOI: 10.1787 /525815265414.Heuer,  J-O.  &  Mau,  S.  (2017).  Stretching  the  limits  of  solidarity.  In  P.  Taylor-
Gooby,  B.  Leruth,  &  H.  Chung  (Eds), After  Austerity,  Welfare  state 
formation  in  Europe  after  the  great  recession.  Oxford  Scholarship Online. DOI: 10.1093/ oso/9780198790266.001.0001.Hillman, A. J. (2010). Expressive behavior in economics and politics. European
Journal of Political Economy, 26, 403−418.Hooijer,  G.  &  Picot,  G.  (2015). European  welfare  states  and  migrant  poverty.Comparative Political Studies, 48, 1879-1904.
International  Labour  Office  (2014). World  Social  Protection  Report  2014-15:
Building  economic  recovery,  inclusive  development  and  social  justice
[Report  from  International  Labour  Office].  Retrieved  from:  http:// www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---dcomm/ documents/publication/wcms_245201.pdf.
International Labour Office (2016).ILO Social security inquiry [Dataset and Online
  Query]. Retrieved from: http://www.ilo.org/dyn/ilossi/ssimain.home. Iversen, T. & Soskice, D. (2015). Democratic limits to redistribution: Inclusionary
versus exclusionary coalitions in the knowledge economy, World Politics, 
67(2), 185-225.Jacoby,  W.G.  (1994).  Public  attitudes  toward  government  spending. American 
References
200
     
       
        
            
      
  
      
    
 
 
 
Journal of Political Science, 38(2), 336-361.Jӕger, M. (2006). What makes people support public responsibility for welfareprovision: Self-interest or political ideology? A longitudinal approach.Acta 
Sociologica, 49(3), 321-338.Jensen, C. & Petersen, M.B. (2017). The deservingness heuristic and the politics ofhealth care. American Journal of Political Science, 61(1), 68-83.
Kanas,  A.  (2011).  The  role  of  social  contacts  in  the  employment  status  ofimmigrants: A panel  study  of  immigrants  in  Germany. International 
Sociology, 26(1), 95-122.
Kanas, A., Chiswick, B., Van der Lippe, T. & Van Tubergen, F. (2012). Social contactsand  the  economic  performance  of  immigrants:  A  panel  study  of immigrants in Germany. International migration review, 46(3), 680-709.
Kelly, P. & Lusis, T. (2006). Migration and transnational habitus: Evidence fromCanada and the Philippines. Environment and Planning A: Economy and 
Space, 38(5), 831-847.
Kenworthy, L. (1999). Do social-welfare policies reduce poverty? A cross-nationalassessment. Social Forces, 77(3), 1119-1139.
Kiewiet, D. R. & Lewis-Beck, M. S. (2011). No man is an island: Self-interest, the
  public interest, and socio-tropic voting. Critical Review, 23(3), 309−319. 
Klor, E. & Shayo, M. (2010). Social identity and preferences over redistribution.
Journal of Public Economics, 94(3-4), 269-278.
Korte, K. & Dagevos, J.  (2015).  Survey  Integratie  Minderheden  2011.Verantwoording  van  de  Opzet  en  Uitvoering  van  een  Survey  onder Turkse,  Marokkaanse,  Surinaamse  en  Antilliaanse  Nederlands  en 
Autochtone  Vergelijkingsgroep  [Minorities  Integration  Survey  2011:A  report  about  the  design  and  implementation  of  the  survey  among Turkish,  Moroccan,  Surinamese,  Dutch  Antillean  and  native  Dutch 
comparison group] [Report]. Den Haag: Netherlands Institute for Social 
Research, NL, June.
Kleinbaum, D.G. & Klein, M. (2002). Logistic regression: A self-learning text. 2nd ed.New York (NY): Springer.
Kroneman, M., Boerma, W., Van den Berg, M., Groenewegen, P., De Jong, J. andVan Ginneken, E. (2016). The Netherlands: Health system review. Health 
systems in transition, 2016, 18(2): 1-239.
Krysan, M., Schuman, H., Scott, L.J. & Beatty, P. (1994). Response rates and responsecontent in mail versus face-to-face surveys. The Public Opinion Quarterly, 
58(3), 381-399.
Kymlicka, W. (1999). Misunderstanding nationalism. In R. Beiner (Ed.) Theorizing
Nationalism. New York (NY): State University of New York Press.
201
Laenen, T. (2018). Do institutions matter? The interplay between income benefit  design,  popular perceptions, and the social legitimacy of targeted  welfare. Journal of European Social Policy, 18(1), 4-17.
Lall, R. (2016). How multiple imputation makes a difference. Political Analysis, 
 24(4),  414−433.
Lancee, B. (2012). Immigrant performance in the labour market: Bonding and 
 bridging social capital. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.
Larsen, C. A. (2008). The institutional logic of welfare attitudes: How welfare 
 regimes influence public support. Comparative Political Studies, 41(2), 
 145−168.
Larsen, C.A. (2011). Ethnic heterogeneity and public support for welfare: Is the  American experience replicated in Britain, Sweden and Denmark?  Scandinavian Political Studies, 34(4), 332-353.
Legrain, P. (2008). Is free migration compatible with a European-style welfare  state? Export report nr. 11 to Sweden’s Globalisation Council. Published  online: The Globalisation Council. 
Li, P.S. (2001). The market worth of immigrants’ educational credentials. Canadian 
 Public Policy, 27(1), 23-88.
Linos, K. & West, M. (2003). Self-interest, social beliefs, and attitudes to  redistribution.  Re-addressing the issue of cross-national variation.  European Sociological Review, 19(4), 393-409.
Loue, S. & Sajatovic, M. (2011). Encyclopedia of Immigrant Health. New York (NY):  Springer.
Lubbers, M., Diehl, C., Kuhn, T. & Larsen, C.A. (2018). Migrants’ support for  welfare state spending in Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands. Social 
 Policy & Administration. DOI: 10.1111/spol.12404.
Luttmer, E.F.P. (2001). Group loyalty and the taste for redistribution. Journal of 
 Political Economy, 109(3), 500-528.
Luttmer, E.F.P. & Singhal, M. (2011). Culture context and the taste for redistribution.  American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 3, 157-179.
Luttmer & Singhal (2014). Tax morale. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 28(4),  149-168.
Maliepaard, M., Lubbers, M. & Gijsberts, M. (2010). Generational differences in  ethnic and religious attachment and their interrelation: A study among  Muslim minorities in the Netherlands. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 33(3),  451-472.Maxwell, R. (2010). Evaluating migrant integration: Political attitudes across  generations in Europe. International Migration Review, 44(1), 25−52.Mayda, A.M. & Pacchini, G. (2006). Individual attitudes towards immigrants: 
References
202
 Welfare-state determinants across countries. IZA discussion paper no. 
 2127, May 2006.
Merton, R.K. (1995). The Thomas Theorem and the Matthew Effect. Social 
 Forces,  74(2), 379-424. Retrieved from: //garfield.library.upenn.edu/  merton/thomastheorem.pdf.Mewes, J. & Mau, S. (2013). Globalization, socio-economic status and welfare  chauvinism: European perspectives on attitudes toward the exclusion of  immigrants. International Journal of Comparative Sociology, 54(3), 228-  245.Meyer, J.W. (1977). The Effects of Education as an Institution, American Journal 
 of Sociology, 83(1), 55-77.Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment (2016). Nieuw in Nederland:  
 Voor Europese arbeidsmigranten. Retrieved from: www.rijksoverheid.  nl/onderwerpen/nieuw-in-nederland/documenten/brochures/  2014/03/10/nieuw-in-nederland.Moulton, B. R. (1990). An illusion of a pitfall in estimating the effects of aggregate  variables on micro units. Review of Economics and Statistics, 72(3), 
 334−338.Nahapiet, J. (2011). A social perspective: Exploring the links between human  capital and social capital. In A. Burton-Jones & J.C. Spencer (Eds.) The 
 Oxford Handbook of Human Capital. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Nannestad, P., Svendsen, G.L.H. & Svendsen, G.T. (2008). Bridge over troubled  water? Migration and social capital. Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
 Studies, 34(4), 607-631.Newman, B.J. & Vickrey, C.D. (2017). Friends on the dole: Social networks, vicarious  economic distress, and support for social welfare spending. International  Journal of Public Opinion Research, 29(1), 172-188. OECD, European Union, UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2015). ISCED 2011  Operational manual: Guidelines for classifying national education 
 programmes and related qualifications. OECD Publishing: Paris. DOI:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/ 9789264228368-en.
Ooijevaar, J. & Verkooijen, L. (2015). Expat, wanneer ben je het? Een afbakening 
 van in het buitenland geboren werknemers op basis van loon [Report].  The Hague: Statistics Netherlands.Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2016). OECD Social 
 and welfare statistics: Social Expenditure Database (SOCX) (Paris 2013) 
 [Dataset and Online Quiry]. Retrieved from: http://www.oecd.org/social/  expenditure.htm.Papadakis, E. & Bean, C. (1993). Popular support for the welfare state: A comparison  between institutional regimes. Journal of Public Policy, 13(3), 227-254.
203
Pedersen, P.J., Pytlikova, M. & Smith, N. (2004). Selection or network effects? 
 Migration flows into 27 OECD countries, 1990-2000. IZA discussion  paper no. 1104, April 2004.Pellizzari, M. (2006). Unemployment duration and the interactions between  unemployment insurance and social assistance. Labour Economics, 13(6),  773-798.Petersen, Slothuus, Stubager & Togeby (2010). Deservingness versus values in  public opinion on welfare: The automaticacity of the deservingness  heuristic. European Journal of Political Research, 50, 24-52.Pichler, F. & Wallace, C. (2007). Patterns of formal and informal social capital in  Europe. European Sociological Review, 23, 423-435.Pierson, P. (1996). The new politics of the welfare state. World Politics, 48(2),  143-179.Pierson, C. (2001). Globalisation and the end of social democracy. Australian  Journal of Politics & History, 47(4), 459-474.
Pina, Á., Corluy, V. & Verbist, G. (2015). Improving the Labour Market Integration of 
 Immigrants in Belgium [OECD Economics Department Working Paper 
 1195]. Paris. DOI: 10.1787/5js4htmbt6v5h-en.Poletta, F. & Jasper, J. M. (2001). Collective identity and social movements. Annual 
 Review of Sociology, 27, 283−305.Powell, B. (2015). The economics of immigration. Market-based approaches, social 
 science, and public policy. Oxford University Press: Oxford (UK).Putnam, R.D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American  community. New York: Simon and Schuster.
Razin, A. & Wahba, J. (2014). Welfare magnet hypothesis, fiscal burden, and  immigration skill selectivity. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics,  117(2), 369-402.Reeskens, T. & Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2013). Equility, equality or need? A study  of popular preferences for welfare redistribution principles across 24  European countries. Journal of European Public Policy, 20(8), 1174-  1195. Reeskens, T. & Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2015). Immigrants’ attitudes toward  welfare redistribution: An exploration of role of government preferences  among immigrants and natives across 18 European welfare states.  European Sociological Review, 31(4), 433-445.Regös, N. (2018). Navigating the labyrinths of transnational social security: 
 Experiences and meaning-making processes of EU migrants when 
 accessing and porting social benefits. Presentation, Florence.
Renema, J.A.J. & Lubbers, M. (2018a). Welfare-based income among immigrants 
 in the Netherlands: Differences in social and human capital. Journal of 
References
204
 Immigrant & Refugee Studies, DOI: 10.1080/15562948.2017.1420276.
Renema, J.A.J. & Lubbers, M. (2018b). Immigrants’ support for social spending, self-  interest, and the role of the group: A comparative study of immigrants in the  Netherlands. International Journal of Social Welfare. DOI: 10.1111/  ijsw.12330.Roemer, J.E. (1996). Theories of distributive justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard  University Press.Römer, F. (2017). Generous to all or ‘insiders only’? The relationship between  welfare state generosity and immigrant welfare rights. Journal of 
 European Social Policy, 27(2), 173-196.Roosma, F., Gelissen, J. & Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2013). The Multidimensionality  of Welfare State Attitudes: A European Cross-National Study. Social 
 Indicators Research, 113(1), 235-255. Roosma. F, Van Oorschot, W. & Gelissen, J. (2016). The Achilles’ heel of welfare 
 state legitimacy: Perceptions of overuse and underuse of social benefits  in Europe. Journal of European Social Policy, 23(2), 177-196. Rothstein, B. (1998). Just institutions matter: The moral and political logic of the 
 universal welfare state. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.Ruben, D.B. (1996). Multiple Imputation after 18+ Years. Journal of the American 
 Statistical Association, 91(434), 473-489.Sabates-Wheeler, R. & Feldman R. (2011). Structures of access to social  provision for migrants. In R. Sabates-Wheeler & R. Feldman (Eds.)  Migration and Social Protection. Claiming social rights beyond borders.  Basingstoke: Palgrave.
Saltkjel, T., Dahl, E., & Van der Wel, K.A. (2013). Health related social exclusion  in Europe: a multilevel study of the role of welfare generosity.  International Journal for Equity in Health, 12(1), 1−11.Schultz, T.W. (1961). Investment in human capital, American Economic Review, 
 51(1), 1-17.
Sears, D.O. & Funk, C.L. (1990). The limited effect of economic self-interest on  the political attitudes of the mass public. Journal of Behavioral Economics, 
 (3), 247−271.
Sears, D.O. & Levy, S. (2003). Childhood and adult political development. In D.O. 
 Sears, L. Huddy & R. Jervis (Eds) Oxford handbook of political psychology.  New York, NY: Oxford University Press.Seibel, V. & Van Tubergen, F. (2013). Job-Search methods among non-Western  immigrants in the Netherlands. Journal of Immigrant and Refugee Studies, 
 11(3), 241-258.Seibel, V. and Hedegaard T.F. (2017). Migrants' and natives' attitudes to formal  childcare in the Netherlands, Denmark and Germany. Children and Youth 
205
 Services Review, 78, 112-121. Spits-Oener, A. (2006). Technical Change, Job Tasks, and Rising Educational 
 Demands: Looking Outside the Wage Structure, Journal of Labor  Economics, 24(2), 235-270.
Staerklé, C., Likki, T., & Scheidegger, R. (2012). A normative approach to welfare  attitudes. In S. Svallfors (Ed). Contested welfare states welfare attitudes in 
 Europe and beyond. Stanford (CA): Stanford University Press.Statistics Netherlands (2011). Survey Integratie Minderheden–SIM 2011 version 2 
 [Survey integration of minorities – version 2] [Data file]. Retrieved from  DANS. DOI: 10.17026/dans-x67-dmep.Statistics Netherlands (2012). Jaarrapport integratie 2012 [Annual report on 
 integration 2012] [Report]. Den Haag: Statistics Netherlands.Statistics Netherlands (2014). Jaarrapport integratie 2014 [Annual report on 
 integration 2014] [Report]. Den Haag: Statistics Netherlands.Statistics Netherlands (2016a). Jaarrapport integratie 2016 [Annual report on 
 integration 2016] [Report]. Den Haag: Statistics Netherlands.Statistics Netherlands (2016b). Uitkeringen naar herkomst en geslacht  2015: Het (relatieve) aantal WW- AO- en bijstandsuitkeringen bij 
 eerstegeneratieallochtonen van tien herkomstgroepen [Benefit  recipiency by country of origin and sex, 2015: Cross tables of the 
 (relative) unemployment benefits, occupational disabilities benefits, 
 and social assistance participation rates of natives and first generation 
 migrants from ten origin countries in 2015] [Dataset]. Retrieved from:  https://www.cbs.nl/nl-nl/maatwerk /2016/34/uitkeringen-naar-  herkomst-en-geslacht-2015.Statistics Netherlands (2017). Sociale zekerheid, peildatum 01 januari 2015. 
 Retrieved from: //statline.cbs.nl/Statweb/dome/?TH=50750&LA=nl.Statistics Netherlands (2018a). Statline, generation, sex, age, and migration 
 background – January 1. [Data file]. Retrieved from: https://opendata.  cbs.nl/statline /#/CBS/nl/dataset/37325/table?ts=1527008500285  Statistics Netherlands (2018b). Stateline, population development, migration 
 background and generation – 2015 January 1. Retrieved from: http:// 
 statline.cbs.nl/Statweb/publication/?DM=SLNL&PA=70751NED&D1=0  &D2=2,51,77,110,185,189-191,216,235,244,246&D3=1&D4=19&VW  =T.Svallfors, S. (2003). Welfare regimes and welfare opinions: A comparison of eight  Western countries. Social Indicator Research, 64(3), 495-520.Svallfors, S. (2004). Class, attitudes and the welfare state: Sweden in comparative  perspective. Social Policy & Administration, 38(2), 119-138.
References
206
Svallfors, S. (2012). Contested welfare states: Welfare attitudes in Europe and 
 beyond. Stanford (CA): Stanford University Press.Svallfors, S. & Taylor-Gooby, P. (2007). The end of the welfare state? Responses 
 to state retrenchment. Abingdon (UK): Routledge.Taylor-Gooby, P. (2004). New risks, new welfare: The transformation of the 
 European welfare state. Oxford (UK): Oxford University Press.Tilly, C. (1978). From mobilization to revolution. Reading (MA): Addison-Wesley.Thomas, W.I. & Thomas, D.S. (1928). The child in America: Behavior problems and 
 programs. New York (NY): A.A. Knopf.
Van der Waal, J., De Koster, W. & Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2013). Three worlds of  welfare chauvinism? How welfare regimes affect support for distributing  welfare to immigrants in Europe. Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: 
 Research and Practice, 15(2), 164-181.
Van der Zwan, R., Bles, P. & Lubbers, M. (2017). Perceived migrant threat among  migrants in Europe. European Sociological Review, 33(4), 518-533.Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2006a). Making the difference in social Europe:     Deservingness perceptions among citizens of European welfare states.   Journal of European Social Policy, 16(1), 23-42.Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2006b). The Dutch welfare state: Recent trends and   challenges in historical perceptive. European Journal of Social Security,  
 8(1), 57-76.Van Oorschot, W.J.H. (2006c). Who should get what, and why? On deservingness  criteria and the conditionality of solidarity among the public. Policy and 
 Politics, 28(1), 33-48.Van Oorschot, W.J.H. & Roosma, F. (2017). The social legitimacy of targeted 
 welfare: Attitudes to welfare deservingness. Cheltenham (UK): Edward 
 Elgar Publishing Limited.Van Oorschot, W.J.H. & Schell, J. (1989). On the role of means-testing: Its functions  and Dysfunctions: Recent developments in European social security  systems. Reeks sociale zekerheidswetenschap: Studies, vol. 9. Unknown  Publisher.
Van Tubergen, F. & Kalmijn, M. (2005). Destination-language proficiency in  cross-national perspective: A study of immigrant groups in nine Western  countries. American Journal of Sociology, 110, 1412-1457.Van Tubergen, F. (2006). Immigrant integration: A cross-national study. New York: 
 LFB Scholarly Publishing LLC.Van Tubergen, F., Maas, I. & Flap, H. (2004). The economic incorporation of  immigrants in 18 Western societies: Origin, destination, and community 
 effects. American Sociological Review, 69(5), 704-727.
207
Van Tubergen, F. & Van de Werfhorst, H. (2007). Postimmigration investments in  education: A study of immigrants in the Netherlands. Demography, 44,  883-398.Vreemdelingenwet 2000 (2017, January 18). Artikel 8. Accessed January 18 2017.  Retrieved from: //wetten.overheid.nl/ BWBR0011823/2017-01-   01#Hoofdstuk3_Afdeling1_Artikel 8.Vrooman, C., Gijsberts, M. & Boelhouwer, J. (2014). Verschil in Nederland. Sociaal 
 en cultureel rapport 2014 [Report]. Den Haag: The Netherlands Institute for  Social Research.Wet Beperking Export Uitkeringen 2000 (2018, May 27).  Accessed on 27 May  2018. Retrieved from: http://wetten.overheid.nl/WBR0010479/2000- 01-01/0/ Hoofdstuk2/informatie.Wingens, M., De Valk, H.A.G., Windzio, M. & Aybek, C. (2011). The sociological  
 life course approach and research on migration and integration. In M.   Wingens, M. Windzio, H.A.G. De Valk & C. Aybek (Eds) A life-course   perspective on migration and integration. Dordrecht: Springer.  
Wittebrood, K. & Andriessen, I. (2014). Aan het werk vanuit een uitkering [Report].  Den Haag: The Netherlands Institute for Social Research.Worldbank (2017). World development indicators: International migrant 
 Stock (% of population) 2000 2016 [Data file]. Retrieved from: http://  databank.worldbank.org/ data/reports.aspx?source=2&series=SM.POP. 
 TOTL.ZS&country=NLD.
Zeng, Z. & Xie, Y. (2004). Asian-Americans. Earnings disadvantage reexamined:  The role of place of education. American Journal of Sociology, 109(5),  1075-1108.
Zorlu, A. (2011). Immigrant participation in welfare benefits in the Netherlands 
 (IZA Discussion Paper 6128). DOI: http://ftp.iza.org/dp6128.pdf.
Zorlu, A. (2013). Occupational adjustment of immigrants in the Netherlands.  International Migration and Integration, 14(4), 711-731.
Zorlu, A. (2014). Is education an engine for immigrants’ employment outcome?,  British Journal of Education, Society and Behavioural Science, 4(10),  1386-1399. 

Acknowledgements
Acknowledgements
210
211
Acknowledgements 
Time flies when you are having fun, which is exactly how I look back at my years as a 
PhD Candidate. Sure, pursuing a PhD is not always fun. And sure, I experienced some 
setbacks along the way. Yet, I cannot say anything else than that it has been a period of 
intense learning and that I have enjoyed every moment of it. In this section, I would like 
to reflect on the people who have helped me and who have supported me throughout 
the process. You made my life as a PhD Candidate!
 First and foremost, I owe a great debt to my promotor Marcel Lubbers, as well 
as my co-promotor Roza Meuleman. Thanks to your support, advice, and continuous 
encouragement I have not only been able to write my dissertation, but I also got to join 
the Sociology department of the Radboud University and the MIFARE team. Marcel, 
thank you very much for the trust you placed in me and for always clearing up time to 
review my work while giving me the valuable guidance or input that I needed. I have 
learned so much from you over the years. Roza, I wish to thank you as well. Especially 
for your critical eye, which allowed me to raise my work to a higher level.  I would also 
like to thank the Manuscript Committee, Peer Scheepers, Christian Albrekt Larsen, and 
Helga de Valk for reading, reviewing, and seeing the merit in my research.
 My colleagues from the MIFARE team have been very important to me as well. 
Thanks to you, I did not start my dissertation adventure on my own: Marcel Lubbers, 
Christian Albrekt Larsen, Claudia Diehl, Theresa Kuhn, Hidde Bekhuis, Troels Fage 
Hedegaard, Verena Seibel, and Daniel Degen. I am very grateful that I was a part of our 
international collaboration and that we shared the process of data collection with each 
other. From the moment that we articulated our questionnaire up till the data cleaning 
process. I especially enjoyed our mutual research exchanges. Moments such as Christmas 
parties at Aalborg University (still do not know why Christmas dinner parties are called 
Christmas lunches in Denmark, must be something like ‘second breakfast’), table tennis 
luncheons at Konstanz University, or being roommates for the time being, that made 
these visits so dear to me. Special thanks to Wouter de Tavenier as well, my MIFARE 
colleagues and I would have never known how to reach the Aalborg excavations without 
your guidance to the mysterious Hogwartsy elevator.
 A special thanks to Verena Seibel with whom I wrote a paper, a paper that we 
both deemed as an interesting excursion off our main route. I have learned so much 
from you and I hope that I was a worthy co-author to you and I wish you and your 
family a ravishing time in the Netherlands. Special thanks also to Daniel, exploring 
cities (or little harbor towns in Norway) with you during our research exchanges and 
seeing completely predictable movies during Sneak Preview were a blast. 
 I owe my thanks to the Sociology department of the Radboud University, for 
providing me with such a great environment. Special thanks to Pieter van Groenestijn 
Acknowledgements
212
 
 
 
for your software advise; Liesbet Veenstra and Charlot Sanders, with whom I organized 
our  annual  department  field  trip  in  2016;  Marijn  van  Klingeren,  I  enjoy  working 
with you on the popular social science website Versvak.nl as a co-editor, and Christine 
Timmerman for all your helpful assistance and fun sparkling wine moments (after office 
hours of course). I cannot imagine anyone better at their job than you. Special thanks 
to my office mate Roos van der Zwan with whom I spent most of my days. Thank you 
for all the support, sparring moments, shared train trips, and loose-tea-leaf-drinking- 
moments. I feel very fortunate to have you and Christine as my paranimfs, for when I 
will defend this dissertation in public. Also many thanks to Take Sipma, who had the 
burden of being my office mate during the first half year of my PhD trajectory. We had 
such a great time during the general ECPR conference in Prague, where I promised to 
give you the extremely carbonated soda water from Turkey. And up till today, I owe you 
one.
  I also owe a lot of thanks to my other fellow PhD candidates (although some of you 
already defended your thesis), with whom I drank the so-called good and the occasional 
ordinary machine coffee: Remco Hoekman, Jasper Houten, Jansje Middendorp, Janos 
Betkó, Margriet van het Hek, Mark Visser (not the Dutch news reader), Joran Lameris, 
Josja Rokven, Niels Blom, Paula Thijs, Saskia Glas, Ardita Muja, Tery Setiawan, Simon 
Kuijpers, Carlijn Bussemaker, Nella Geurts, and Carly van Mensvoort. I would like to 
give a great shout-out for the ones who were always available to eat mantı  with me  
when I needed it. I also wish to express my special gratitude to Giampiero Passaretta, 
because you never complained about the quality of the good coffee, although you come  
from the land of seriously good coffee.
  I  would  like  to  thank  the  members  of  the  Interuniversity  Center  for  Social 
Science Theory and Methodology (ICS) for their valuable insights; especially my ICS 
year  group  (2015)  with  whom  I  share  years  of  friendly  exchanges  and  forum  days 
attendances. I started this journey with you and I am very grateful for all the learning 
opportunities.  Many  thanks  also  to  the  members  of  the  other  NORFACE  Scientific 
Program Welfare State Futures (WSF) projects, among which UPWEB, HEALTHDOX, 
TRANSWEL and MOBILEWelfare. Special gratitude to Ellen Immergut, who is the 
Scientific Program Coordinator for the overall research WSF program and who enabled 
ample opportunities to share our projects’ research findings.
  I  wish  to  mention  my  friends,  who  have  stood  by  me  in  times  of  need  and 
who have helped me to get to this point in my life, in one way or the other: Annemarie 
Molenaar,  Lian  van  Os,  Nynke  van  den  Dungen,  Simone  Heideman,  Theo  Müller, 
Dries  van  Tendeloo,  Eline  Kimps,  Pauline  Govers,  Fiona  Jones,  Juan  Carlos  Saravia 
Drago, Ellen Poolman, Erica Vos, and Liselotte Legge. I was fortunate enough to have 
met you at some point in my life and without your support I would have never made it 
this far.
213
 I am especially grateful for the support of my family. Thank you for always 
believing in me. I would have never found my way to the university if it were not 
for your continuous belief in my abilities. Special thanks to my mom and dad, for 
letting me explore the world and bedankt oma voor uw liefdevolle steun. Bana doktora 
çalışmalarım boyunca her zaman destek olan Zeynep Anne’ye, Erdem’e ve Türkiye’deki 
aileme teşekkür ederim. Sizi çok seviyorum. Auch vielen Dank für ihre Liebe, Kemal, 
Gülşen, Mustafa, und Esra. Ich fühle mich immer willkommen bei euch.
 Last, but certainly not the least, Emre Yılmaz, I am forever grateful for your 
infinite support and love. We have found each other during my master studies at KU 
Leuven and purely for that, I will always carry the city of Leuven close to my heart. 
Without your sympathy, work effort, and shared love for traveling, I would have seen 
the world differently. Thank you for standing by my side.
Jeanette Adriana Joltje Renema
Singapore, August, 2018

About the author
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
216
About the author
Jeanette Renema was born in Druten, the Netherlands, on September, 12, 1985. In 
2011, she obtained her Bachelor of Science degree in Political Sciences from Radboud 
University, the Netherlands with a minor in Conflict Studies. In 2014, she completed 
her Master of Science degree in Comparative Politics and International Relations at 
KU Leuven. In that same year she additionally obtained her postgraduate certificate 
Quantitative Analysis in the Social Sciences from KU Leuven. In February 2015 she 
started working as a PhD Candidate at the Department of Sociology of Radboud 
University, where she wrote her dissertation under the supervision of Professor Marcel 
Lubbers (Raboud University) and Dr. Roza Meuleman (Radboud University). Jeanette 
was a member of the international MIFARE project and has collaborated internationally 
throughout her PhD Candidate years. In 2016, she visited the department of Political 
Science at the Aalborg University, hosted by Professor C.A. Larsen. During this research 
exchange she collaborated with her international MIFARE project members to finish 
the data cleaning process. In April 2017, she visited the department of Sociology at the 
Konstanz University, hosted by Professor C. Diehl; where she has conducted research and 
co-authored an empirical paper based on the project’s data collection. As of November 
2018, she works as a postdoctoral fellow at the Social Service Research Centre at the 
National University of Singapore.
217
ICS dissertation seriesThe ICS series presents dissertations of the Interuniversity Center for Social Science Theory and Methodology. Each of these studies aims at integrating explicit theory formation with state of the art empirical research or at the development of advanced methods for empirical research. The ICS was founded in 1986 as a cooperative effort of the universities of Groningen and Utrecht. Since 1992, the ICS expanded to the University of Nijmegen. Most of the projects are 
financed by the participating universities or by the Netherlands Organization for 
Scientific Research (NWO). The international composition of the ICS graduate students is mirrored in the increasing international orientation of the projects and thus of the ICS series itself.1. Cornelis van Liere (1990). Lastige leerlingen. Een empirisch onderzoek 
naar sociale oorzaken van probleemgedrag op basisscholen. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.2. Marco H.D. van Leeuwen (1990). Bijstand in Amsterdam, ca. 1800-1850. 
Armenzorg als beheersings- en overlevingsstrategie. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.3. Ineke Maas (1990). Deelname aan podiumkunsten via de podia, de media 
en actieve beoefening. Substitutie of leereffecten? Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.4. Marjolein I. Broese van Groenou (1991). Gescheiden netwerken. De 
relaties met vrienden en verwanten na echtscheiding. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.5. Jan M.M. van den Bos (1991). Dutch EC policy making. A model guided 
approach to coordination and negotiation. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.6. Karin Sanders (1991). Vrouwelijke pioniers. Vrouwen en mannen met een 
'mannelijke' hogere beroepsopleiding aan het begin van hun loopbaan. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.7. Sjerp de Vries (1991). Egoism, altruism, and social justice. Theory and 
experiments on cooperation in social dilemmas. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.8. Ronald S. Batenburg (1991). Automatisering in bedrijf. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.9. Rudi Wielers (1991). Selectie en allocatie op de arbeidsmarkt. Een 
uitwerking voor de informele en geïnstitutionaliseerde kinderopvang. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.10. Gert P. Westert (1991). Verschillen in ziekenhuisgebruik. ICS-dissertation, 
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
218
Groningen.11. Hanneke Hermsen (1992). Votes and policy preferences. Equilibria in party 
systems. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.12. Cora J.M. Maas (1992). Probleemleerlingen in het basisonderwijs. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.13. Ed A.W. Boxman (1992). Contacten en carrière. Een empirisch theoretisch 
onderzoek naar de relatie tussen sociale netwerken en arbeidsmarktposities. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.14. Conny G.J. Taes (1992). Kijken naar banen. Een onderzoek naar de 
inschatting van arbeidsmarktkansen bij schoolverlaters uit het middelbaar 
beroepsonderwijs. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.15. Peter van Roozendaal (1992). Cabinets in multi party democracies. 
The effect of dominant and central parties on cabinet composition and 
durability. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.16. Marcel van Dam (1992). Regio zonder regie. Verschillen in en effectiviteit 
van gemeentelijk arbeidsmarktbeleid. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.17. Tanja van der Lippe (1993). Arbeidsverdeling tussen mannen en vrouwen. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.18. Marc A. Jacobs (1993). Software: Kopen of kopiëren? Een sociaal 
wetenschappelijk onderzoek onder PC gebruikers. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.19. Peter van der Meer (1993). Verdringing op de Nederlandse arbeidsmarkt. 
Sector- en sekseverschillen. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.20. Gerbert Kraaykamp (1993). Over lezen gesproken. Een studie naar sociale 
differentiatie in leesgedrag. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.21. Evelien Zeggelink (1993). Strangers into friends. The evolution of friendship 
networks using an individual oriented modeling approach. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.22. Jaco Berveling (1994). Het stempel op de besluitvorming. Macht, invloed 
en besluitvorming op twee Amsterdamse beleidsterreinen. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.23. Wim Bernasco (1994). Coupled careers. The effects of spouse's resources 
on success at work. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.24. Liset van Dijk (1994). Choices in child care. The distribution of child care 
among mothers, fathers and non parental care providers. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.25. Jos de Haan (1994). Research groups in Dutch sociology. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.26. Kwasi Boahene (1995). Innovation adoption as a socio economic process. 
219
The case of the Ghanaian cocoa industry. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.27. Paul E.M. Ligthart (1995). Solidarity in economic transactions. An 
experimental study of framing effects in bargaining and contracting. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.28. Roger Th. A.J. Leenders (1995). Structure and influence. Statistical 
models for the dynamics of actor attributes, network structure, and their 
interdependence. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.29. Beate Völker (1995). Should auld acquaintance be forgot...? Institutions of 
communism, the transition to capitalism and personal networks: the case 
of East Germany. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.30. Anna M. Cancrinus Matthijsse (1995). Tussen hulpverlening en 
ondernemerschap. Beroepsuitoefening en taakopvattingen van openbare 
apothekers in een aantal West Europese landen. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.31. Nardi Steverink (1996). Zo lang mogelijk zelfstandig. Naar een 
verklaring van verschillen in oriëntatie ten aanzien van opname in een 
verzorgingstehuis onder fysiek kwetsbare ouderen. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.32. Ellen Lindeman (1996). Participatie in vrijwilligerswerk. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.33. Chris Snijders (1996). Trust and commitments. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.34. Koos Postma (1996). Changing prejudice in Hungary. A study on the 
collapse of state socialism and its impact on prejudice against gypsies and 
Jews. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.35. Jooske T. van Busschbach (1996). Uit het oog, uit het hart? Stabiliteit en 
verandering in persoonlijke relaties. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.36. René Torenvlied (1996). Besluiten in uitvoering. Theorieën over 
beleidsuitvoering modelmatig getoetst op sociale vernieuwing in drie 
gemeenten. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.37. Andreas Flache (1996). The double edge of networks. An analysis of the 
effect of informal networks on cooperation in social dilemmas. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.38. Kees van Veen (1997). Inside an internal labor market: Formal rules, 
flexibility and career lines in a Dutch manufacturing company. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.39. Lucienne van Eijk (1997). Activity and well being in the elderly. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.40. Róbert Gál (1997). Unreliability. Contract discipline and contract 
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
220
governance under economic transition. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.41. Anne Geerte van de Goor (1997). Effects of regulation on disability 
duration. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.42. Boris Blumberg (1997). Das Management von Technologiekooperationen. 
Partnersuche und Verhandlungen mit dem Partner aus empirisch 
theoretischer Perspektive. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht. 43. Marijke von Bergh (1997). Loopbanen van oudere werknemers. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.44. Anna Petra Nieboer (1997). Life events and well being: A prospective study 
on changes in well being of elderly people due to a serious illness event or 
death of the spouse. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.45. Jacques Niehof (1997). Resources and social reproduction: The effects of 
cultural and material resources on educational and occupational careers 
in industrial nations at the end of the twentieth century. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen. 46. Ariana Need (1997). The kindred vote. Individual and family effects of 
social class and religion on electoral change in the Netherlands, 1956-1994. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.47. Jim Allen (1997). Sector composition and the effect of education on wages: 
an international Comparison. Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers.48. Jack B.F. Hutten (1998). Workload and provision of care in general practice. 
An empirical study of the relation between workload of Dutch general 
practitioners and the content and quality of their Care. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.49. Per B. Kropp (1998). Berufserfolg im Transformationsprozeß. Eine 
theoretisch empirische Studie über die Gewinner und Verlierer der Wende 
in Ostdeutschland. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.50. Maarten H.J. Wolbers (1998). Diploma inflatie en verdringing op de 
arbeidsmarkt. Een studie naar ontwikkelingen in de opbrengsten van 
diploma's in Nederland. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.51. Wilma Smeenk (1998). Opportunity and marriage. The impact of individual 
resources and marriage market structure on first marriage timing and 
partner choice in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.52. Marinus Spreen (1999). Sampling personal network structures: Statistical 
inference in ego-graphs. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.53. Vincent Buskens (1999). Social networks and trust. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.54. Susanne Rijken (1999). Educational expansion and status attainment. A 
cross-national and over-time comparison. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.
221
55. Mérove Gijsberts (1999). The legitimation of inequality in state-socialist 
and market societies, 1987-1996. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.56. Gerhard G. Van de Bunt (1999). Friends by choice. An actor-oriented 
statistical network model for friendship networks through time. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.57. Robert Thomson (1999). The party mandate: Election pledges and 
government actions in the Netherlands, 1986-1998. Amsterdam: Thela Thesis.58. Corine Baarda (1999). Politieke besluiten en boeren beslissingen. Het 
draagvlak van het mestbeleid tot 2000. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.59. Rafael Wittek (1999). Interdependence and informal control in 
organizations. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.60. Diane Payne (1999). Policy making in the European Union: An analysis of 
the impact of the reform of the structural funds in Ireland. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.61. René Veenstra (1999). Leerlingen-klassen-scholen. Prestaties en 
vorderingen van leerlingen in het voortgezet onderwijs. Amsterdam, Thela Thesis.62. Marjolein Achterkamp (1999). Influence strategies in collective decision 
making. A comparison of two models. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.63. Peter Mühlau (2000). The governance of the employment relation. A 
relational signaling perspective. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.64. Agnes Akkerman (2000). Verdeelde vakbeweging en stakingen. 
Concurrentie om leden. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.65. Sandra van Thiel (2000). Quangocratization: Trends, causes and 
consequences. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.66. Rudi Turksema (2000). Supply of day care. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.67. Sylvia E. Korupp (2000). Mothers and the process of social stratification. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.68. Bernard A. Nijstad (2000). How the group affects the mind: Effects of 
communication in idea generating groups. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.69. Inge F. de Wolf (2000). Opleidingsspecialisatie en arbeidsmarktsucces van 
sociale wetenschappers. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.70. Jan Kratzer (2001). Communication and performance: An empirical study 
in innovation teams. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.71. Madelon Kroneman (2001). Healthcare systems and hospital bed use. ICS/
NIVEL-dissertation, Utrecht.72. Herman van de Werfhorst (2001). Field of study and social inequality. 
Four types of educational resources in the process of stratification in the 
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
222
Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.73. Tamás Bartus (2001). Social capital and earnings inequalities. The role of 
informal job search in Hungary. ICS-dissertation Groningen.74. Hester Moerbeek (2001). Friends and foes in the occupational career. 
The influence of sweet and sour social capital on the labour market. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.75. Marcel van Assen (2001). Essays on actor perspectives in exchange 
networks and social dilemmas. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.76. Inge Sieben (2001). Sibling similarities and social stratification. The impact 
of family background across countries and cohorts. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.77. Alinda van Bruggen (2001). Individual production of social well being. An 
exploratory study. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.78. Marcel Coenders (2001). Nationalistic attitudes and ethnic exclusionism 
in a comparative perspective: An empirical study of attitudes toward the 
country and ethnic immigrants in 22 countries. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.79. Marcel Lubbers (2001). Exclusionistic electorates. Extreme right wing 
voting in Western Europe. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.80. Uwe Matzat (2001). Social networks and cooperation in electronic 
communities. A theoretical-empirical analysis of academic communication 
and internet discussion groups. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.81. Jacques P.G. Janssen (2002). Do opposites attract divorce? Dimensions of 
mixed marriage and the risk of divorce in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.82. Miranda Jansen (2002). Waardenoriëntaties en partnerrelaties. Een 
panelstudie naar wederzijdse invloeden. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.83. Anne Rigt Poortman (2002). Socioeconomic causes and consequences of 
divorce. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.84. Alexander Gattig (2002). Intertemporal decision making. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.85. Gerrit Rooks (2002). Contract en conflict: Strategisch Management van 
Inkooptransacties. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.86. Károly Takács (2002). Social networks and intergroup conflict. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.87. Thomas Gautschi (2002). Trust and exchange, effects of temporal 
embeddedness and network embeddedness on providing and dividing a 
surplus. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.88. Hilde Bras (2002). Zeeuwse meiden. Dienen in de levensloop van vrouwen, 
ca. 1850-1950. Aksant Academic Publishers, Amsterdam.
223
89. Merijn Rengers (2002). Economic lives of artists. Studies into careers and 
the labour market in the cultural sector. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.90. Annelies Kassenberg (2002). Wat scholieren bindt. Sociale gemeenschap 
in scholen. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.91. Marc Verboord (2003). Moet de meester dalen of de leerling klimmen? De 
invloed van literatuuronderwijs en ouders op het lezen van boeken tussen 
1975 en 2000. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.92. Marcel van Egmond (2003). Rain falls on all of us (but some manage to get 
more wet than others): Political context and electoral participation. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.93. Justine Horgan (2003). High performance human resource management in 
Ireland and the Netherlands: Adoption and effectiveness. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.94. Corine Hoeben (2003). LETS' be a community. Community in Local 
Exchange Trading Systems. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.95. Christian Steglich (2003). The framing of decision situations. Automatic 
goal selection and rational goal pursuit. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.96. Johan van Wilsem (2003). Crime and context. The impact of individual, 
neighborhood, city and country characteristics on victimization. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.97. Christiaan Monden (2003). Education, inequality and health. The impact 
of partners and life course. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.98. Evelyn Hello (2003). Educational attainment and ethnic attitudes. How to 
explain their relationship. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.99. Marnix Croes en Peter Tammes (2004). Gif laten wij niet voortbestaan. 
Een onderzoek naar de overlevingskansen van joden in de Nederlandse 
gemeenten, 1940-1945. Aksant Academic Publishers, Amsterdam.100. Ineke Nagel (2004). Cultuurdeelname in de levensloop. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.101. Marieke van der Wal (2004). Competencies to participate in life. 
Measurement and the impact of school. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.102. Vivian Meertens (2004). Depressive symptoms in the general population: a 
multifactorial social approach. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen. 103. Hanneke Schuurmans (2004). Promoting well-being in frail elderly people. 
Theory and intervention. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.104. Javier Arregui (2004). Negotiation in legislative decision-making in the 
European Union. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.105. Tamar Fischer (2004). Parental divorce, conflict and resources. The 
effects on children’s behaviour problems, socioeconomic attainment, and 
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
224
transitions in the demographic career. ICS-dissertation,  Nijmegen.106. René Bekkers (2004). Giving and volunteering in the Netherlands: 
Sociological and psychological perspectives. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.107. Renée van der Hulst (2004). Gender differences in workplace authority: An 
empirical study on social networks. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.108. Rita Smaniotto (2004). ‘You scratch my back and I scratch yours’ versus 
‘Love Thy neighbour’. Two proximate mechanisms of reciprocal altruism. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.109. Maurice Gesthuizen (2004). The life-course of the low-educated in the 
Netherlands: Social and economic risks. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.110. Carlijne Philips (2005). Vakantiegemeenschappen. Kwalitatief en 
kwantitatief onderzoek naar gelegenheid en refreshergemeenschap tijdens 
de vakantie. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.111. Esther de Ruijter (2005). Household outsourcing. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.112. Frank van Tubergen (2005). The integration of immigrants in cross-
national perspective: Origin, destination, and community effects. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.113. Ferry Koster (2005). For the time being. Accounting for inconclusive 
findings concerning the effects of temporary employment relationships on 
solidary behavior of employees. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.114. Carolien Klein Haarhuis (2005). Promoting anti-corruption reforms. 
Evaluating the implementation of a World Bank anti-corruption program 
in seven African countries (1999-2001). ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.115. Martin van der Gaag (2005). Measurement of individual social capital. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.116. Johan Hansen (2005). Shaping careers of men and women in organizational 
contexts. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.117. Davide Barrera (2005). Trust in embedded settings. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.118. Mattijs Lambooij (2005). Promoting cooperation. Studies into the effects 
of long-term and short-term rewards on cooperation of employees. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.119. Lotte Vermeij (2006). What’s cooking? Cultural boundaries among 
Dutch teenagers of different ethnic origins in the context of school. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.120. Mathilde Strating (2006). Facing the challenge of rheumatoid arthritis. 
A 13-year prospective study among patients and a cross-sectional study 
among their partners. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.
225
121. Jannes de Vries (2006). Measurement error in family background 
variables: The bias in the intergenerational transmission of status, cultural 
consumption, party preference, and religiosity. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.122. Stefan Thau (2006). Workplace deviance: Four studies on employee motives 
and self-regulation. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.123. Mirjam Plantinga (2006). Employee motivation and employee performance 
in child care. The effects of the introduction of market forces on employees 
in the Dutch child-care sector. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.124. Helga de Valk (2006). Pathways into adulthood. A comparative study on 
family life transitions among migrant and Dutch Youth. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.125. Henrike Elzen (2006). Self-management for chronically ill older people. ICS-Dissertation, Groningen.126. Ayse Güveli (2007). New social classes within the service class in the 
Netherlands and Britain. Adjusting the EGP class schema for the technocrats 
and the social and cultural specialists. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.127. Willem-Jan Verhoeven (2007). Income attainment in post-communist 
societies. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.128. Marieke Voorpostel (2007). Sibling support: The exchange of help among 
brothers and sisters in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.129. Jacob Dijkstra (2007). The effects of externalities on partner choice and 
payoffs in exchange networks. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.130. Patricia van Echtelt (2007). Time-greedy employment relationships: Four 
studies on the time claims of post-Fordist work. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.131. Sonja Vogt (2007). Heterogeneity in social dilemmas: The case of social 
support. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.132. Michael Schweinberger (2007). Statistical methods for studying the 
evolution of networks and behavior. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.133. István Back (2007). Commitment and evolution: Connecting emotion and 
reason in long-term relationships. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.134. Ruben van Gaalen (2007). Solidarity and ambivalence in parent-child 
relationships. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.135. Jan Reitsma (2007). Religiosity and solidarity – Dimensions and 
relationships disentangled and tested. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.136. Jan Kornelis Dijkstra (2007). Status and affection among (pre)adolescents 
and their relation with antisocial and prosocial behavior. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.137. Wouter van Gils (2007). Full-time working couples in the Netherlands. 
Causes and consequences. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
226
138. Djamila Schans (2007). Ethnic diversity in intergenerational solidarity. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.139. Ruud van der Meulen (2007). Brug over woelig water: Lidmaatschap van 
sportverenigingen, vriendschappen, kennissenkringen en veralgemeend 
vertrouwen. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.140. Andrea Knecht (2008). Friendship selection and friends' influence. 
Dynamics of networks and actor attributes in early adolescence. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.141. Ingrid Doorten (2008). The division of unpaid work in the household: A 
stubborn pattern? ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.142. Stijn Ruiter (2008). Association in context and association as context: 
Causes and consequences of voluntary association involvement. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.143. Janneke Joly (2008). People on our minds: When humanized contexts 
activate social norms. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.144. Margreet Frieling (2008). ‘Joint production’ als motor voor actief 
burgerschap in de buurt. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.145. Ellen Verbakel (2008). The partner as resource or restriction? Labour 
market careers of husbands and wives and the consequences for inequality 
between couples. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.146. Gijs van Houten (2008). Beleidsuitvoering in gelaagde stelsels. De 
doorwerking van aanbevelingen van de Stichting van de Arbeid in het CAO-
overleg. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.147. Eva Jaspers (2008). Intolerance over time. Macro and micro level questions 
on attitudes towards euthanasia, homosexuality and ethnic minorities. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.148. Gijs Weijters (2008). Youth delinquency in Dutch cities and schools: A 
multilevel approach. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen. 149. Jessica Pass (2009). The self in social rejection. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.150. Gerald Mollenhorst (2009). Networks in contexts. How meeting 
opportunities affect personal relationships. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.151. Tom van der Meer (2009). States of freely associating citizens: Comparative 
studies into the impact of state institutions on social, civic and political 
participation. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.152. Manuela Vieth (2009). Commitments and reciprocity in trust situations. 
Experimental studies on obligation, indignation, and self-consistency. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.153. Rense Corten (2009). Co-evolution of social networks and behavior in 
social dilemmas: Theoretical and empirical perspectives. ICS-dissertation, 
227
Utrecht.154. Arieke J. Rijken (2009). Happy families, high fertility? Childbearing choices 
in the context of family and partner relationships. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.155. Jochem Tolsma (2009). Ethnic hostility among ethnic majority and 
minority groups in the Netherlands. An investigation into the impact of 
social mobility experiences, the local living environment and educational 
attainment on ethnic hostility. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.156. Freek Bucx (2009). Linked lives: Young adults' life course and relations 
with parents. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.157. Philip Wotschack (2009). Household governance and time allocation. Four 
studies on the combination of work and care. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.158. Nienke Moor (2009). Explaining worldwide religious diversity. The 
relationship between subsistence technologies and ideas about the 
unknown in pre-industrial and (post-) industrial societies. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.159. Lieke ten Brummelhuis (2009). Family matters at work. Depleting 
and enriching effects of employees’ family lives on work outcomes. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.160. Renske Keizer (2010). Remaining childless. Causes and consequences from 
a life Course Perspective. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.161. Miranda Sentse (2010). Bridging contexts: The interplay between family, 
child, and peers in explaining problem behavior in early adolescence. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.162. Nicole Tieben (2010). Transitions, tracks and transformations. Social 
inequality in transitions into, through and out of secondary education in 
the Netherlands for cohorts born between 1914 and 1985. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.163. Birgit Pauksztat (2010). Speaking up in organizations: Four studies on 
employee voice. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.164. Richard Zijdeman (2010). Status attainment in the Netherlands, 1811-
1941. Spatial and temporal variation before and during industrialization. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.165. Rianne Kloosterman (2010). Social background and children's educational 
careers. The  and secondary effects of social background over transitions 
and over time in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.166. Olav Aarts (2010). Religious diversity and religious involvement. A study of 
religious markets in Western societies at the end of the twentieth century. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.167. Stephanie Wiesmann (2010). 24/7 Negotiation in couples transition to 
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
228
parenthood. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.168. Borja Martinovic (2010). Interethnic contacts: A dynamic analysis of 
interaction between immigrants and natives in Western countries. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.169. Anne Roeters (2010). Family life under pressure? Parents' paid work and 
the quantity and quality of parent-child and family time. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.170. Jelle Sijtsema (2010). Adolescent aggressive behavior: Status and 
stimulation goals in relation to the peer context. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.171. Kees Keizer (2010). The spreading of disorder. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.172. Michael Mäs (2010). The diversity puzzle. Explaining clustering and 
polarization of opinions. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.173. Marie-Louise Damen (2010). Cultuurdeelname en CKV. Studies naar 
effecten van kunsteducatie op de cultuurdeelname van leerlingen tijdens en 
na het voortgezet onderwijs. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.174. Marieke van de Rakt (2011). Two generations of crime: The 
intergenerational transmission of convictions over the life course. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.175. Willem Huijnk (2011). Family life and ethnic attitudes. The role of the 
family for attitudes towards intermarriage and acculturation among 
minority and majority groups. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.176. Tim Huijts (2011). Social ties and health in Europe. Individual associations, cross-national variations, and contextual explanations. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.177. Wouter Steenbeek (2011). Social and physical Disorder. How community, 
business presence and entrepreneurs influence disorder in Dutch 
neighborhoods. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.178. Miranda Vervoort (2011). Living together apart? Ethnic concentration 
in the neighborhood and ethnic minorities’ social contacts and language 
practices. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.179. Agnieszka Kanas (2011). The economic performance of immigrants. The 
role of human and social capital. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.180. Lea Ellwardt (2011). Gossip in organizations. A social network study. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.181. Annemarije Oosterwaal (2011). The gap between decision and 
implementation. Decision making, delegation and compliance in 
governmental and organizational settings. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.182. Natascha Notten (2011). Parents and the media. Causes and consequences 
229
of parental media socialization. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.183. Tobias Stark (2011). Integration in schools. A process perspective on 
students’ interethnic attitudes and interpersonal relationships. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.184. Giedo Jansen (2011). Social cleavages and political choices. Large-scale 
comparisons of social class, religion and voting behavior in Western 
democracies. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.185. Ruud van der Horst (2011). Network effects on treatment results in a 
closed forensic psychiatric setting. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.186. Mark Levels (2011). Abortion laws in European countries between 1960 
and 2010. Legislative developments and their consequences for women's 
reproductive decision-making. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.187. Marieke van Londen (2012). Exclusion of ethnic minorities in the 
Netherlands. The effects of individual and situational characteristics on 
opposition to ethnic policy and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.188. Sigrid M. Mohnen (2012). Neighborhood context and health: How 
neighborhood social capital affects individual health. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.189. Asya Zhelyazkova (2012). Compliance under controversy: analysis of the 
transposition of European directives and their provisions. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.190. Valeska Korff (2012). Between cause and control: Management in a 
humanitarian organization. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.191. Maike Gieling (2012). Dealing with diversity: Adolescents' support for civil 
liberties and immigrant rights. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.192. Katya Ivanova (2012). From parents to partners: The impact of family 
on romantic relationships in adolescence and emerging adulthood. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.193. Jelmer Schalk (2012). The performance of public corporate actors: Essays 
on effects of institutional and network embeddedness in supranational, 
national, and local collaborative contexts. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.194. Alona Labun (2012). Social networks and informal power in organizations. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.195. Michal Bojanowski (2012). Essays on social network formation in 
heterogeneous populations: Models, methods, and empirical analyses. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.196. Anca Minescu (2012). Relative group position and intergroup attitudes in 
Russia. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
230
197. Marieke van Schellen (2012). Marriage and crime over the life course. The 
criminal careers of convicts and their spouses. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.198. Mieke Maliepaard (2012). Religious trends and social integration: Muslim 
minorities in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.199. Fransje Smits (2012). Turks and Moroccans in the Low Countries around 
the year 2000: Determinants of religiosity, trend in religiosity and 
determinants of the trend. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.200. Roderick Sluiter (2012). The diffusion of morality policies among Western 
European countries between 1960 and 2010. A comparison of temporal and 
spatial diffusion patterns of six morality and eleven non-morality policies. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.201. Nicoletta Balbo (2012). Family, friends and fertility. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.202. Anke Munniksma (2013). Crossing ethnic boundaries: Parental resistance 
to and consequences of adolescents' cross-ethnic peer relations. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.203. Anja Abendroth (2013). Working women in Europe. How the country, 
workplace, and family context matter. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.204. Katia Begall (2013). Occupational hazard? The relationship between 
working conditions and fertility. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.205. Hidde Bekhuis (2013). The popularity of domestic cultural products: Cross-
national differences and the relation to globalization. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.206. Lieselotte Blommaert (2013). Are Joris and Renske more employable than Rashid and Samira? A study on the prevalence and sources of ethnic discrimination in recruitment in the Netherlands using experimental and survey data. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.207. Wiebke Schulz (2013). Careers of men and women in the 19th and 20th 
centuries. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.208. Ozan Aksoy (2013). Essays on social preferences and beliefs in non-
embedded social dilemmas. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.209. Dominik Morbitzer (2013). Limited farsightedness in network formation. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.210. Thomas de Vroome (2013). Earning your place: The relation between 
immigrants’ economic and psychological integration in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.211. Marloes de Lange (2013). Causes and consequences of employment 
flexibility among young people. Recent developments in the Netherlands 
and Europe. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.
231
212. Roza Meuleman (2014). Consuming the nation. Domestic cultural 
consumption: its stratification and relation with nationalist attitudes. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.213. Esther Havekes (2014). Putting interethnic attitudes in context. The 
relationship between neighbourhood characteristics, interethnic attitudes 
and residential behaviour. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.214. Zoltán Lippényi (2014). Transitions toward an open society? 
Intergenerational occupational mobility in Hungary in the 19th and 20th 
centuries. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.215. Anouk Smeekes (2014). The presence of the past: Historical rooting of 
national identity and current group dynamics. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.216. Michael Savelkoul (2014). Ethnic diversity and social capital. Testing 
underlying explanations derived from conflict and contact theories in 
Europe and the United States. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.217. Martijn Hogerbrugge (2014). Misfortune and family: How negative events, 
family ties, and lives are linked. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.218. Gina Potarca (2014). Modern love. Comparative insights in online dating 
preferences and assortative mating. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.219. Mariska van der Horst (2014). Gender, aspirations, and achievements: 
Relating work and family aspirations to occupational outcomes. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht. 220. Gijs Huitsing (2014). A social network perspective on bullying. ICS dissertation, Groningen.221. Thomas Kowalewski (2015). Personal growth in organizational contexts. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.222. Manu Muñoz-Herrera (2015). The impact of individual differences on 
network relations: Social exclusion and inequality in productive exchange 
and coordination games. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.223. Tim Immerzeel (2015). Voting for a change. The democratic lure of populist 
radical right parties in voting behavior. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.224. Fernando Nieto Morales (2015). The control imperative: Studies on 
reorganization in the public and private sectors. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.225. Jellie Sierksma (2015). Bounded helping: How morality and intergroup 
relations shape children’s reasoning about helping. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.226. Tinka Veldhuis (2015). Captivated by fear. An evaluation of terrorism 
detention policy. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.227. Miranda Visser (2015). Loyality in humanity. Turnover among expatriate 
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
232
humanitarian aid workers. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.228. Sarah Westphal (2015). Are the kids alright? Essays on postdivorce residence 
arrangements and children’s well-being. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.229. Britta Rüschoff (2015). Peers in careers: Peer relationships in the transition 
from school to work. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.230. Nynke van Miltenburg. (2015). Cooperation under peer sanctioning 
institutions: Collective decisions, noise, and endogenous implementation. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.231. Antonie Knigge (2015). Sources of sibling similarity. Status attainment in 
the Netherlands during modernization. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.232. Sanne Smith (2015). Ethnic segregation in friendship networks. Studies 
of its determinants in English, German, Dutch, and Swedish school classes. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.233. Patrick Präg (2015). Social stratification and health. Four essays on social 
determinants of health and wellbeing. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.234. Wike Been (2015). European top managers' support for work-life 
arrangements. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.235. André Grow (2016). Status differentiation: New insights from agent-based 
modeling and social network analysis. ICS-dissertation, Groningen. 236. Jesper Rözer (2016). Family and personal networks. How a partner and 
children affect social relationships. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.237. Kim Pattiselanno (2016). At your own risk: The importance of group 
dynamics and peer processes in adolescent peer groups for adolescents' 
involvement in risk behaviors. ICS- dissertation, Groningen.238. Vincenz Frey (2016). Network formation and trust. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.239. Rozemarijn van der Ploeg (2016). Be a buddy, not a bully? Four studies 
on social and emotional processes related to bullying, defending, and 
victimization. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.240. Tali Spiegel (2016). Identity, career trajectories and wellbeing: A closer 
look at individuals with degenerative eye conditions. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.241. Felix Tropf (2016). Social Science Genetics and Fertility. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.242. Sara Geven (2016). Adolescent problem behavior in school: the role of peer 
networks. ICS- dissertation, Utrecht. 243. Josja Rokven (2016). The victimization-offending relationship from a 
longitudinal perspective. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.244. Maja Djundeva (2016). Healthy ageing in context: Family welfare state and 
233
the life course. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.245. Mark Visser (2017). Inequality between older workers and older couples 
in the Netherlands. A dynamic life course perspective on educational and 
social class differences in the late career. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.246. Beau Oldenburg (2017). Bullying in schools: The role of teachers and 
classmates. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.247. Tatang Muttaqin (2017). The education divide in Indonesia: Four essays 
on determinants of unequal access to and quality of education. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.248. Margriet van Hek (2017). Gender inequality in educational attainment and 
reading performance. A contextual approach. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.249. Melissa Verhoef (2017). Work schedules, childcare and well-being. Essays 
on the associations between modern-day job characteristics, childcare 
arrangements and the well-being of parents and children. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.250. Timo Septer (2017). Goal priorities, cognition and conflict: Analyses 
of cognitive maps concerning organizational change. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.251. Bas Hofstra (2017). Online Social Networks: Essays on Membership, 
Privacy, and Structure. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.252. Yassine Khoudja (2018). Women’s labor market participation across 
ethnic groups: The role of household conditions, gender role attitudes, and 
religiosity in different national contexts. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.253. Joran Laméris (2018). Living together in diversity. Whether, why and where 
ethnic diversity affects social cohesion. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.254. Maaike van der Vleuten (2018). Gendered Choices. Fields of study of 
adolescents in the Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.255. Mala Sondang Silitonga (2018). ‘Corruption in Indonesia: The impact of 
institutional change, norms, and networks’ ICS-dissertation, Groningen.256. Manja Coopmans (2018). Rituals of the past in the context of the present. 
The role of Remembrance Day and Liberation Day in Dutch society, ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.257. Paul Hindriks (2018). The Struggle for Power: Attitudes towards the 
Political Participation of Ethnic Minorities. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.258. Nynke Niezink (2018). Modeling the dynamics of networks and continuous 
behavior. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.259. Simon de Bruijn (2018). Reaching agreement after divorce and separation. 
Essays on the effectiveness of parenting plans and divorce mediation. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.
Summary in Dutch (Nederlandse samenvatting)
234
260. Susanne van ’t Hoff-de Goede (2018). While you were locked up. An 
empirical study on the characteristics, social surroundings and wellbeing 
of partners of prisoners in The Netherlands. ICS-dissertation, Utrecht.261. Loes van Rijsewijk (2018). Antecedents and Consequences of Helping 
among Adolescents. ICS-dissertation, Groningen. 262. Mariola Gremmen (2018). Social network processes and academic 
functioning. The role of peers in students' school well-being, academic 
engagement, and academic achievement. ICS-dissertation, Groningen.263. Jeanette Renema (2018). Immigrants’ support for welfare spending. The 
causes and consequences of welfare usage and welfare knowledgeability. ICS-dissertation, Nijmegen.
Im
m
igrants’ support for w
elfare spending
The causes and consequences of welfare usage and welfare knowledgeability
PHOTO: Christiana Oliveira   ©2018
Over the past several decades, the demographic landscape of the 
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